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Chapter One: Introduction 
This research examines personality factors and how they are related to performance 
within a population of owners of insurance agencies. The discussion informs the practitioner, an 
insurance agency owner, or similar service organization on ways to utilize this information 
within their organization. 
There are multiple paths and various reasons why an individual chooses the insurance 
sales field as their occupation, however, one thing that is common across all agencies is that they 
must sell policies in order to keep the office open, the lights on, and to earn a living. An agency 
owner may start their agency from scratch, i.e., with no clients, may purchase a book of business, 
i.e., customers / accounts / policies, or be given a book of business from a captive insurer (i.e., 
the agent only sells for that company). The owner is the primary producer, i.e., the salesperson. 
While the owner has other responsibilities beyond selling, he or she is actively engaged in the 
selling process and measures his or her performance on the various production statistics. 
Personality and personality psychology have been studied since the early 1900’s with 
Freud starting the discussion. This psychology continued to grow in the Western climate of 
individualism with the basis that each individual is unique and therefore has many differences 
from others, and personality is one of the distinguishing characteristics. Early in this research, 
there were two primary endeavors, the first examining individual differences which is a more 
quantitative approach with the second looking at the individual as unique and as an integrated 
whole which is a more qualitative approach. In 1932 Murphy focused on the first approach to 
measure personality traits. With the knowledge of these traits, behavior could be predicted, 
modified or even controlled (John & Pervin, 1999). 
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Prior to World War I (WWI), a primary assessment used was intelligence tests, yet after 
WWI, there was a lot of criticism on the validity of this measure and the use of personality 
testing was postulated to be able to predict performance in multiple settings, including academic, 
military and employment. Research continued over the years with Murphy, Allport, and Cattell 
among others researching this topic. The development of traits and factors emerged and have 
been utilized by researchers in many different contexts including job performance, academic 
performance, mental illness, delinquency, and achievement (John & Pervin, 1999). When Rosse 
et al. (1991) studied service-oriented employees, they found that personality measures 
contributed 5-8 percent on top of the 5 percent contributed by standard ability tests (Joseph, 
Howard, & Laurie Keitel, 1991).  
The focus of this dissertation is exploring personality factors that impact performance 
within a small insurance agency. The primary research question of focus for this dissertation is, 
what is (or are) the best personality factor(s), sub-facets, or constructs, that contribute to 
increased performance within an insurance agency. Many of the personality factors contain 
multiple sub-facets and this research will explore these factors at the micro level. This 
dissertation presents an empirical study that shows the link between personality and performance 
of owners within an insurance agency. The goal of this research is to propose a reduced set of 
personality factors (or sub-facets) and/or constructs that can be used to identify indicators of 
performance within the insurance sales field and further generalized to the personal service small 
businesses.   
One of the most studied personality taxonomies is Costa and McCrae’s (1987) five-factor 
model of personality. Building upon the work of many researchers,  Paul Costa and Robert 
McCrae (1987) developed the most popular commercial scale to assess these factors, published 
in The NEO Personality Inventory (Paul T. Costa, 1985). This inventory was validated across 
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instruments and observers (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and since then has been utilized in numerous 
research studies (Paul T. Costa & McCrae, 1988) (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Costa and McCrae 
(1987) constructed their inventory and identified the following factors: neuroticism, extraversion, 
openness to experience, conscientiousness and agreeableness. Early researchers centered around 
these factors, with some having slight variations in the naming convention, yet all assessed the 
same traits. The descriptions of the factors in the five-factor model are based on Rothmann, 
Cooper, & Rothmann (2015).  
• Neuroticism, also referred to as emotional stability, examines how individuals cope 
with the stresses of everyday life. Neuroticism is scored on a continuum, with those 
who score high will be insecure, depressed, persistent worriers and those who score 
lower will generally have a more positive disposition, calm and secure.  
• Extraversion  examines how outgoing, or socially reserved an individual is. 
Extraversion is also measured on a continuum with those scoring higher are more 
outgoing orsocial while those scoring lower are identified as being very reserved or 
introspective.  
• Openness to experience measures the enjoyment of trying new activities, imaginative, 
more intellectual, and sensitive.  Those who score higher on the continuum are more 
open to these experiences while those who score lower will be less open. 
• Conscientiousness measures when individuals are either aware or unaware of the 
consequences of their behavior and actions. Those who score higher on this 
continuum are more achievement oriented, driven to succeed, and generally be more 
dependable.  
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• Agreeableness measures cooperativeness, and those who score higher on this trait are 
generally more likable by their friends and coworkers and may be more trusting 
(Rothmann, Cooper, & Rothmann, 2015). 
The five-factor model has been studied in many different contexts and the literature 
review will reveal a gap within the sales setting in the insurance field. As researchers have 
identified, factors within the five-factor model taxonomy, and potentially sub-facets, are different 
between fields and settings.  Therefore, further exploring this taxonomy specifically within the 
insurance field to potentially use it within this industry will add value (Salgado, 2017; Wihler, 
Meurs, Momm, John, & Blickle, 2017). Angela Duckworth (2007) introduced the construct of 
grit, which is the passion and perseverance for long-term goals. Susan Kobasa (1979) introduced 
the construct of hardiness, which has three dimensions, commitment, control, and challenge, that 
can also be utilized to measure personality and the adherence to goals. Chapter 2 explores the 
literature on these constructs. While some scholars argue that grit and hardiness are simply an 
extension of the existing five factor model traits, Duckworth and Kobasa argue that their scales 
measure additional dimensions and add value.  
  Within psychology, the study of personality commenced in the early 1930’s with work 
done by McDougall, Murray, Cattell, Norman, Allport, and Odbert among others (John & 
Pervin, 1999). Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) completed an early review of studies done 
in identifying and delineating the different factors of personality and concluded that the “five-
factor model accounted for the observed relationships quite well” (Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 
1981) [p149]. Costa and McCrae developed the most popular commercial scale to access the 
five-factors and Digman (1990) complete a follow-up review and determined that Costa & 
McCrae’s inventory “demonstrated the ubiquity of the Big Five” (Digman, 1990) [p. 425]. The 
literature review in Chapter Two, a further discussion elaborates on the five factors and how they 
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relate to employees in multiple contexts, including sales and service. The five-factor model 
purists adhere to the belief that one’s personality can be quantified by the five factors and while 
there are a number of additional types of assessments, e.g., grit and hardiness, they merely 
measure the same constructs the five-factor model already measures. Grit is a construct that was 
developed by Angela Duckworth (2007) as a result of her research with US Army West Point 
candidates to predict their completion of the rigorous academic and physical program. While 
similar, Susan Kobasa (1979) developed the hardiness scale in her research to determine why 
some people of similar positions and health are able to remain healthy while others succumb to 
sickness. Kobasa (1979) linked hardiness to performance and continued health. Hardiness 
centers around beliefs or attitudes which include a high sense of commitment, being deeply 
engaged in activities, confidence in the ability to control one’s outcomes, and open to learning 
and growing (Kelly, Matthews, & Bartone, 2014). Owning an insurance agency can be stressful 
and may require additional motivations than can be completely explained by personality factors. 
These constructs (grit and hardiness) were included in the empirical study to see if they added 
value in a model to predict performance. If the five-factor model purists are correct, then models 
including these scales will not add statistical significance.  
This empirical study involved the surveying of owners within the insurance field, 
specifically small multi-line insurance agents. The survey centered around the personality 
taxonomies of extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, and the constructs of grit 
and hardiness. Modeling was done with the dependent variable on performance. This research 
confirmed that extraversion and conscientiousness predicted performance while openness to 
experience did not. The use of the sub-facets was found to produce a better model than just using 
the overall dimensions. While examining the overall dimensions, grit and hardiness did not add 
additional variance explanation.   
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Chapter Two: Literature Review   
 Protocol 
 A literature review was undertaken to gain an understanding of the area of interest and to 
identify potential gaps. The JSTOR online database was searched using the following keywords. 
After reviewing articles on the five-factor model, additional searches were completed on sales 
performance and insurance sales. Further, the concept of grit was explored to see if it might add 
predictive value within the sales field, specifically insurance sales within the owner agency 
model. While grit has been focused on goal attainment, little research has been done within the 
sales context. Sales is very goal oriented, therefore, grit may be a relevant factor. Through the 
research on grit, the concept of hardiness emerged and was also researched. Grit and hardiness 
were also compared against the five-factor model. The following search terms were utilized: 
• Sales a personality 
• Insurance sales and personality 
• 5 factor model sales performance 
• Five factor model sales performance 
• Sales performance 
• Insurance sales 
• Grit 
• Grit performance 
• Grit sales performance 
• Grit and personality 
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• Grit and conscientiousness 
• Hardiness 
• Hardiness performance 
• Hardiness sales performance 
• Hardiness and conscientiousness  
• Hardiness and grit 
 
Table 1. Five-Factor Model Literature Review Summary 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest1 
Industry 
(Tsaousis & 
Nikolaou, 2001) 
• Results support the stability of the 
five-factor model among 
o Applicants (bank) 
o Employees (multiple 
employers: teachers 19.3%, 
sales/insurance 18.8%, 
managers 15.6%, admin 
11.5%, arts, training, 
accountants, scientific 
accounted for rest 
o Non-applicants - students 
All Students 
Bank 
Misc 
 
(Digman & 
Takemoto-Chock, 
1981) 
• Found prior Sixteen Personality 
Factor Questionnaire and Zuckerman 
Sensation Seeking Scales to factor to 
five-factor model 
• Determined that the observed 
relationships were well accounted for 
within the five-factor model 
  
 
 
                                               
1 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
 8 
Table 1 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest2 
Industry 
 •    
(Digman, 1990) • Determined Costa & McCrae’s 
inventory which assesses the five 
factors well 
• Catell’s sixteen personality factor 
system was complex and when 
factored reduce to four or five factors 
• Eyseneck’s system initially started 
out as two factors (neuroticism and 
extraversion) and he later added 
psychocticism and did not include 
intellect as a personality factor 
• Guilford also separated intellect and 
focused on four factors 
• Murray’s needs system which 
utilized Jackson’s personality 
research form aligned closely with 
the NEO-PI inventory. 
 
  
(P T. Costa et al., 
1986) 
• Openness to experience was 
associated with education 
• The results suggested that older 
individuals have lower scores in 
openness to experience, neuroticism 
and extraversion 
• Age had a negative relationship with 
neuroticism  
• No evidence of midlife crisis in 
terms of personality differences were 
found 
O Longitudinal 
(McCrae & Costa, 
1987) 
• Convergence was seen between peer 
ratings and self-reporting as well as 
two scales, adjective factors and 
questionnaires 
 Longitudinal 
 
                                               
2 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
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Table 1 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest3 
Industry 
 •    
(Salgado, 2017) • Openness is a better predictor for 
higher complex jobs 
• “Conscientiousness may not be a 
good predictor of job performance in 
those jobs where more flexibility, 
initiative, creativity and clearly more 
cognitive complexity are required” 
(p. 234) 
• Extraversion is not affected by job 
complexity. 
• When hiring, job complexity should 
be considered when choosing the 
personality factors to rely upon.  
O C E Literature 
review, 
analysis based 
on prior 
studies 
(Sitser, van der 
Linden, & Born, 
2013) 
• Openness to experience best 
predictor for total new customers 
• Using only the five factors may not 
generate the best results 
• Narrow traits best predict narrow 
performance measures 
O Large multi-
national 
insurance 
company 
(Furnham & Fudge, 
2008) 
• Conscientiousness had a strong 
positive correlation with sales 
performance 
• Agreeableness was negatively 
correlated 
• Openness had third strongest 
correlation and was positively 
correlated 
• Extraversion and Neuroticism did not 
show correlations to sales 
performance 
All Sales – Fitness 
club 
(Thoresen, Bradley, 
Bliese, & Thoresen, 
2004) 
• Salespeople that were high in 
openness had increased sales 
• If employees are required to adapt to 
change higher openness may be more 
valued than steady state performers 
O Pharmaceutica
l sales 
                                               
3 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
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Table 1 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest4 
Industry 
 •    
(Neal, Yeo, Koy, & 
Xiao, 2012) 
• Openness positively related to 
individual performance but not at the 
team level 
• Agreeableness negatively related to 
individual proactivity 
• Extraversion negatively related to 
individual task proficiency 
• Conscientiousness and neuroticism 
were good predictors of work 
performance 
All Government 
staff and 
supervisors 
(Kichuk & Wiesner, 
1997) 
• Neuroticism was the only factor 
added predictive validity for team 
performance 
• Neuroticism and agreeableness had 
little predictive value for individual 
performance 
 Students 
(Barrick & Mount, 
1991) 
• Conscientiousness valid predictor for 
all occupational groups 
• Extraversion valid for managers and 
sales 
• Openness only valid for training 
proficiency 
• Emotional stability correlations were 
relatively low across the 
occupational groups 
• Agreeableness does not appear to be 
an important predictor of job 
performance 
All  Meta-analysis 
(Smith, 2012) • Narrower traits have been found to 
be better predictors  
• Openness negatively correlated with 
customer orientation 
• Agreeableness was not correlated 
with customer orientation 
O A Auto sales 
 
                                               
4 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
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Table 1 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest5 
Industry 
 •    
(Chiu & Chen, 
2012) 
• Conscientiousness positively 
correlated with sales performance 
• Agreeableness negatively correlated 
• Openness no significant main effect 
however it did add value as an 
interaction term 
C A O Office 
machine 
sales 
(Hurtz & Donovan, 
2000) 
• Within sales, extraversion and 
conscientiousness had the strongest 
predictors of performance 
E C  Meta-
analysis 
(Mount, Barrick, & 
Stewart, 1998) 
• Conscientiousness, agreeableness 
and emotional stability positively 
relate to jobs with interpersonal 
interactions 
• Emotional stability and 
agreeableness were more prevalent 
when team work was required 
C A N Meta-
analysis 
(Conte & Gintoft, 
2005) 
• Extraversion and conscientiousness 
were the only factors that predicted 
sales performance 
E C Computer 
sales 
(Sartori, Costantini, 
Ceschi, & Scalco, 
2017) 
• Extraversion and conscientiousness 
predicted performance 
• Agreeableness and neuroticism did 
not predict performance 
E C A N Various 
occupations 
(Wihler, Meurs, 
Momm, et al., 2017) 
• Narrower constructs can enhance 
performance predictors  
• Found validity in examining factor 
sub traits to predict sales 
performance 
  
(Wihler, Meurs, 
Wiesmann, Troll, & 
Blickle, 2017) 
• Extraversion and conscientiousness 
are strongest predictors of sales 
performance 
E C Insurance 
sales 
(German) 
 
 
                                               
5 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
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Table 1 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest6 
Industry 
 •    
(Grant, 2013) • Increased extraversion may have 
diminishing returns as related to sales 
performance 
• Quadradic term for extraversion was 
a significant predictor of sales 
performance 
E Outbound 
telephone 
sales 
(Yang, Kim, & 
McFarland, 2011) 
• Conscientiousness and extraversion 
are positively related to performance 
• Emotional stability, agreeableness, 
and openness are poor predictors of 
performance 
ALL Insurance 
agents 
(South 
Korea) 
(Stevens & 
Macintosh, 2002) 
• Extraversion and conscientiousness 
positively related to desire to 
participate in sales activities  
E C Students 
(Barrick, 
Piotrowski, & 
Stewart, 2002) 
• Job performance was positively 
correlated with extraversion with 
mediation by conscientiousness 
• Agreeableness did not impact job 
performance 
• Neuroticism had little effect on sales 
people 
E C A N Financial 
services 
telemarking 
sales 
(Wells, Ham, & 
Junankar, 2016) 
• Strong correlation with extraversion 
and sales. 
• Higher conscientiousness decreases 
likelihood of being employed in 
sales, and more likely in 
management 
• Agreeableness and emotional 
stability has no impact on job 
preference 
E C A N Longitudinal 
data set 
 
 
                                               
6 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
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Table 1 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Factors 
of 
Interest7 
Industry 
 •    
(Echchakoui, 2017) • Leery of using five-factor model to 
predict performance 
• Combine traits into meta traits to add 
predictive power 
• Combination of conscientiousness, 
agreeableness and emotional stability 
(stability) 
• Combined extraversion and openness 
(plasticity) 
• When done, both have predictive 
power for sales performance 
All Bank sales 
(Alessandri & 
Vecchione, 2012) 
• Contradicted Echchakoui’s work in 
that stability only contributed to job 
performance 
 Insurance 
Sales (Italy) 
(Vinchur, 
Schippmann, 
Switzer, & Roth, 
1998) 
• Extraversion and conscientiousness 
predicted sales performance 
• Sub-facets of Potency and 
Achievement were very strong 
predictors of sales performance 
• Emotional stability and 
agreeableness were not correlated 
E C A N Meta-analysis 
 
Through the literature review, the following areas developed that were of interest to the 
researcher: five-factor model, grit, and hardiness. Each area is introduced with relevant articles 
summarized in the Tables 1 to 4; Table 1 - five-factor model, Table 3 - grit, and Table 4 - 
hardiness. 
The findings of the literature review shows that personality has been extensively studied 
across age groups, and categories, e.g., students, employees, and applicants (Tsaousis & 
                                               
7 E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; N = Neuroticism 
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Nikolaou, 2001). Through the various studies, it appears that extraversion and conscientiousness 
positively predict general job performance and sales performance (Conte & Gintoft, 2005; Hurtz 
& Donovan, 2000; Sartori et al., 2017; Stevens & Macintosh, 2002; Wihler, Meurs, Wiesmann, 
et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2011). Openness to experience had mixed results, with some researchers 
finding that it was related to performance (sales and general) (Neal et al., 2012; Salgado, 2017; 
Sitser et al., 2013; Thoresen et al., 2004), while others found that openness to experience was 
poorly corelated or only valid for training (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Chiu & Chen, 2012; 
Furnham & Fudge, 2008; Smith, 2012). Further, it is generally agreed that neuroticism 
(emotional stability) and agreeableness are not related to sales performance (Barrick et al., 2002; 
Chiu & Chen, 2012; Furnham & Fudge, 2008; Kichuk & Wiesner, 1997; Neal et al., 2012; 
Sartori et al., 2017; Smith, 2012; Wells et al., 2016; Yang et al., 2011).   A number of researchers 
found that breaking the dimensions down into smaller sub-facets may enhance predictive 
purposes (Sitser et al., 2013; Smith, 2012; Wihler, Meurs, Momm, et al., 2017). 
While personality and the five-factor model has been studied extensively, there are still 
gaps in areas of study, specifically insurance sales within the United States. Considering the 
above, the current empirical study focused on three of the five-factors, extraversion, 
conscientiousness and openness to experience. Additionally, the sub-facets of these dimensions 
were included in the survey to permit the opportunity to evaluate responses at the sub-facet level. 
Table 2 details the three chosen factors with their sub-facets. 
 
Table 2: Three of the Traits from the Five-Factor Model with Sub-Facets  
Adapted from: (Maples, Guan, Carter, & Miller, 2014) 
 
Extraversion Openness Conscientiousness 
Friendliness Imagination Self-efficacy 
Gregariousness Artistic Interests Orderliness 
Assertiveness Emotionality Dutifulness 
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Table 2 continued 
Extraversion Openness Conscientiousness 
Activity Level Adventurousness Achievement-striving 
Excitement Seeking Intellect Self-discipline 
Cheerfulness Liberalism Cautiousness 
 
Since only three of the five factors were part of this research project, for the remainder of 
the dissertation the included factors will be referred to individually as extraversion, openness, 
and conscientiousness and not referred to as the five-factor model (or a part thereof). 
Grit 
Grit, the passion and perseverance for long term goals, is a relatively new construct that 
was developed by Duckworth (2007) during her graduate studies while analyzing West Point 
Cadets to determine a measurement system that could predict which cadets would make it 
through their first two-month introduction to West Point and beyond to graduation. Duckworth 
determined, “no matter the domain, the highly successful had a kind of ferocious determination 
that played out in two ways. First, these exemplars were unusually resilient and hardworking. 
Second, they knew in a very, very deep way what it was they wanted” (A. Duckworth, 2016). 
[p8] Table 3 summarizes key literature related to grit. 
 
Table 3. Grit Literature Review Summary 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Industry 
(Angela L. 
Duckworth, 
Peterson, 
Matthews, & Kelly, 
2007) 
• Across 6 studies, grit accounted for an increase 
in predictability of success outcomes over IQ 
• Grit accounted for more variance over 
conscientiousness 
• Follow-through better predictor than other 
factors for high-school seniors 
Adults (in 
general) 
US Military 
Academy 
(USMA) 
National 
Spelling Bee 
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Table 3 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Industry 
 •   
(Angela Lee 
Duckworth & 
Quinn, 2009) 
• Developed and validated Grit-S questionnaire 
• More efficient measure for perseverance and 
passion for long term goal traits 
• Showed evidence for predictive and consensual 
validity, and test-retest stability 
USMA 
Spelling Bee 
College 
Students 
Middle & high 
school students 
(Robertson-Kraft & 
Duckworth, 2014) 
• Sustained passion and perseverance prior to 
entering teaching correlated with retention and 
improved student academic performance 
• Using biographical data, one can accurately 
measure grit 
Teachers 
(Ion, Mindu, & 
GorbAnescu, 2017; 
Kelly et al., 2014) 
• Grit’s incremental value in predicting 
performance compared to the five-factor model 
was low 
• Grit’s validity to predict important work 
outcomes was low 
Romanian 
Adults 
(Credé, Tynan, & 
Harms, 2017) 
• Suggested grit should be considered as a facet 
of conscientiousness 
• Evidence does not support grit as a higher order 
facet 
• Grit predicts retention about the same as 
traditional predictors 
• There may be a self-report bias 
Meta-analysis 
(Butz, Hanson, 
Schultz, & 
Warzynski, 2018) 
• High conscientiousness and low neuroticism 
increased entrepreneurial intent 
• Including grit in the model fully mediated effect 
of neuroticism and conscientiousness 
• Extraversion and entrepreneurial intent were not 
correlated 
University 
students 
(Kelly et al., 2014) • Grit and hardiness added significant value over 
the College Entrance Examination Rank to 
predict overall performance at USMA 
• Grit contributed slightly to academic only 
performance over the extended time 
• Grit contributed heavily for first year retention 
and then dissipated rapidly beyond that 
• The noncognitive attributes in both grit and 
hardiness are important contributing factors in 
retention and performance at USMA 
USMA 
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Table 3 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Industry 
 •   
(Abuhassàn & 
Bates, 2015; Maddi 
et al., 2017) 
• Grit scale confirmed as two factor structure 
• While grit fit well under conscientiousness, 
higher perseverance (a facet of grit) was 
associated with accomplishment.  
• Measuring achievement should include IQ, 
conscientiousness, and grit 
Adults 
(Marta & Karolina, 
2018) 
• Grit and conscientiousness are similar but not 
all associations track a similar pattern 
• Grit has incremental value for some life 
outcomes but not the broad range 
Adults 
(Tedesqui & Young, 
2018) 
• Grit performed better than facets of 
conscientiousness and self-control 
Athletes 
(Rimfeld, Kovas, 
Dale, & Plomin, 
2016) 
• When controlling for genetics grit adds little 
over conscientiousness to predict academic 
performance 
High school 
students 
(Lauren, Angela 
Lee, Elizabeth, & 
Scott, 2014) 
• Grit was strongly associated with 
conscientiousness and weakly associated with 
the other factors 
• Grit predicted retention above five-factors 
• When controlling for conscientiousness, grit 
added predictive power to the model 
Time share 
sales 
(Maddi et al., 2017) • Higher hardiness correlated with USMA cadet 
performance  
• Grit showed a mixed effect 
• Grit did not have a strong correlation with 
academic performance although it was stronger 
with military and physical exercise components 
USMA 
 
 Through the literature, it is clear that grit is heavily related to conscientiousness 
(Abuhassàn & Bates, 2015; Credé et al., 2017; Lauren et al., 2014; Marta & Karolina, 2018; 
Rimfeld et al., 2016), however it is mixed as to how much it diverges. Even though it appears to 
be related to conscientiousness, grit is believed to add predictive power beyond the five-factor 
model (Butz et al., 2018; Angela L. Duckworth et al., 2007; Angela Lee Duckworth & Quinn, 
2009; Lauren et al., 2014; Tedesqui & Young, 2018), while others said grit didn’t add additional 
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value (Credé et al., 2017; Maddi et al., 2017; Rimfeld et al., 2016). The conclusion that we can 
draw from this literature is that additional research is needed and therefore grit was included in 
this empirical study. Since this study is focused on a very narrow aspect of job performance, grit 
may have the ability to add value. 
Hardiness 
The concept of hardiness was pioneered by Suzanne Kobasa (1979) with her desire to 
study that “persons who experience high degrees of stress without falling ill, have a personality 
structure differentiating them from persons who become sick under stress. This personality 
difference is best characterized by the term hardiness” (Kobasa, 1979). [p3] She further 
explained that a hardy person would have “three general characteristics: (a) the belief that they 
can control or influence the events of their experience, (b) an ability to feel deeply involved in or 
committed to the activities of their lives, and (c) the anticipation of change as an exciting 
challenge to further development” (Kobasa, 1979). [p3] The study demonstrated that “high 
stress/low illness executives show, by comparison with high stress/high illness executives [have] 
more hardiness” (Kobasa, 1979). [p8] 
Kobasa continued her work and compared hardiness and social resources and found that 
higher levels of hardiness coupled with perceived social support reduced illness in executives 
(Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983). In a further study, hardiness was pitted together with exercise and 
social support and hardiness emerged as the most important buffer in this study and that exercise 
and hardiness were uncorrelated. They also found that social support played little role. (Kobasa, 
Maddi, Puccetti, & Zola, 1985).  
Kobasa (1979) initiated her studies by examining why some people succumb to illnesses 
when placed in stressful situations and others did not. She examined adults, children, and 
students in different settings. Grit has many similar characteristics to hardiness but is 
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characterized as focusing on the achievement of long-term goals. Grit was developed by 
Duckworth in 2007, in an effort to go beyond existing measurements, including hardiness. Table 
4 summarizes the literature for hardiness.  
While Bande et al. (2015) did not study hardiness, they researched resilience which has 
very similar constructs, and noted that research that studies this construct in the sales field are 
almost non-existent. They postulated that salespeople are self-reliant, have many challenges, less 
external support, and need to rely on themselves which make them more resilient. They found 
that salespeople that were more resilient had reduced emotional exhaustion and lower intent to 
quit. (Bande, Fernández-Ferrín, Varela, & Jaramillo, 2015).  
Table 4. Hardiness Literature Review Summary 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Industry 
(Eschleman, 
Bowling, & 
Alarcon, 2010; 
Kobasa, 1979) 
• Hardiness was positively associated with 
performance, both job and school 
• When controlling for the five-factor model, 
hardiness explained unique variance in job 
performance among many other criteria. 
• Finds support to utilize hardiness in personality 
research 
Meta-
analysis 
(Maddi et al., 
2017) 
• Higher hardiness correlated with USMA cadet 
performance  
• Grit showed a mixed effect 
• Grit did not have a strong correlation with 
academic performance although it was stronger 
with military and physical exercise components 
USMA 
(Bartone, Jarle, 
Bjorn Helge, 
Laberg, & Scott, 
2009; Kobasa et 
al., 1985) 
• Hardiness only moderately correlated with 
neuroticism  
• Hardiness captures something distinct from 
measures of the five-factor model 
• Using just five-factor model, extroversion and 
conscientiousness predict leader performance 
• Hardiness was the strongest predictor of leader 
performance 
• Best model for this sample, hardiness with 
extroversion to predict leader performance 
USMA 
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Table 4 continued 
Author, Year of 
Publication 
Key Findings Industry 
 •   
(Eschleman et 
al., 2010; 
Merino-Tejedor, 
Hontangas-
Beltrán, Boada-
Grau, & Lucas-
Mangas, 2015) 
• Hardiness is a mediator to the five-factor model 
when examining work effort.  
Adults 
(Kelly et al., 
2014) 
• Grit and hardiness added significant value over 
the College Entrance Examination Rank to 
predict overall performance at USMA 
• Grit contributed slightly to academic only 
performance over the extended time 
• Grit contributed heavily for first year retention 
and then dissipated rapidly beyond that 
• The noncognitive attributes in both grit and 
hardiness are important contributing factors in 
retention and performance at USMA 
USMA 
 
Going beyond the implications of hardiness and health, Eschleman et al. (2010) 
conducted a meta-analysis focusing on a number of different relationships including that of 
performance. One thing they did control for was the effects of the five-factor model and they 
found that hardiness was an important construct even after this was controlled for. They found 
that commitment, control and challenge, the subcomponents of hardiness were positively 
associated with both work and school performance. However, challenge was not significantly 
correlated with job performance (Eschleman et al., 2010). Bartone et al. (2009) also reported that 
hardiness captures items beyond the five-factor model and is relevant to be include in addition to 
the five-factors. 
Hardiness was pioneered in the stress field and has been studied with athletes, leaders and 
the military. Little research has been done within the sales fields, however, the sales field is 
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usually a stressful environment and some of the characteristics are similar between the groups 
studied. Further, the literature supports that the hardiness scale captures additional data beyond 
that captured by the five-factor model. Therefore, this scale was also included in the current 
empirical study.  
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Chapter Three: Hypotheses  
In the introduction, the primary research question was introduced, what is (or are) the 
best personality factor(s), sub-facets, or constructs, that contribute to increased owner 
performance within an insurance agency. The theory of personality was introduced and the work 
that has gone into this field. Rosse et al. (1991) showed that personality factors added additional 
predictive power in relation to performance. Costa and McCrae’s (1985) NEO-PI inventory for 
the five-factor model have been heavily researched and utilized within various contexts. The 
literature is pretty clear that overall, conscientiousness and extraversion are positively related to 
performance (Conte & Gintoft, 2005; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Sartori et al., 2017; Stevens & 
Macintosh, 2002; Wihler, Meurs, Wiesmann, et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2011). With that in mind, 
the following hypothesis were considered. 
H1 Conscientiousness will be positively related to performance. 
H2 Extraversion will be positively related to performance. 
Through the research, openness to experience has had varied results, with some 
researchers finding that it was related to performance (sales and general) (Neal et al., 2012; 
Salgado, 2017; Sitser et al., 2013; Thoresen et al., 2004), while others found that openness to 
experience was poorly corelated or only valid for training (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Chiu & 
Chen, 2012; Furnham & Fudge, 2008; Smith, 2012). While the results for openness to experience 
have been mixed, there is enough to support that it may have value in this context. Therefore, the 
following hypothesis was also considered. 
H3 Openness to experience will be positively related to performance. 
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 Grit has been studied predominantly among high achievers,  where the groups were very 
homogenous with very little differences separating the individuals. Duckworth (2016) researched 
various domains and found that the those whom were successful were usually hardworking and 
resilient. They were also very committed to their goal of achievement.  Sales, especially 
insurance sales, requires individuals to overcome multiple objections, to be resilient and to be 
committed to their goals. Several researchers have found that grit is believed to add predictive 
power beyond the five-factor model (Butz et al., 2018; Angela L. Duckworth et al., 2007; Angela 
Lee Duckworth & Quinn, 2009; Lauren et al., 2014; Tedesqui & Young, 2018). Considering this 
the following was hypothesized.  
H4 Grit is positively related to performance in the presence of extraversion, conscientiousness, 
and openness to experience. 
Bande et al. (2015) researched resilience which has very similar constructs to hardiness 
and noted that research that studies this construct in the sales field are almost non-existent. They 
postulated that salespeople are self-reliant, have many challenges, less external support, and need 
to rely on themselves which make them more resilient. They found that salespeople that were 
more resilient had reduced emotional exhaustion and lower intent to quit. (Bande et al., 2015). 
Eschleman et al. (2010) conducted a meta-analysis of hardiness focusing on a number of 
different relationships including that of performance. One thing they did control for was the 
effects of the five-factor model and they found that hardiness was an important construct, 
positively associated with performance, even after the five-factor model was controlled for. 
Recently researchers have added the hardiness scale into their research to see if it may add 
additional predictive power in a model. Since performance within an insurance agency requires 
resilience, and hardiness measures resilience, it is hypothesized that: 
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H5 Hardiness is positively related to performance in the presence of extraversion, 
conscientiousness, and openness to experience  
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Chapter Four: Measurements and Methods 
Context of the Current Study 
Insurance is broken down into two main categories, Property and Casualty, and Life and 
Health. There are various types of personal lines insurance agencies within the United States, 
multi-line insurance agencies that sell all lines of insurance, property and casualty agents that 
just focus on these risks (e.g., auto and home), and life insurance agencies, while there are also 
agencies that specialize in commercial insurance. This research is directed to the personal lines 
property and casualty / multi-line agency. At the heart of a multi-line insurance agency is 
property and casualty, with a small percentage of the book of business in the life and health 
sectors. Life insurance will typically include various types of term and permanent insurance 
while health will include disability, long-term care, and possibly some individual major medical 
policies. 
An insurance agency / brokerage is predominantly a small office endeavor, typically with 
two to six employees, with less than two percent of agencies in the United States having more 
than ten employees. Throughout this dissertation, the term agency will be used collectively when 
discussing both agencies and brokerages. While there are legal differences and the law of agency 
is different between the two, for our purposes, performance remains the same regardless if the 
owner is a captive agent, i.e., they only represent one company, are appointed agents for multiple 
companies or if they can solicit business for multiple companies without being an agent for that 
company, i.e., brokers. Insurance is a very regulated business and has oversight with both federal 
and state regulations. Each state requires that an individual engaged in the sale and/or servicing 
of insurance to be licensed in that state. While the specifics might vary between states, the 
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allowed activities that an unlicensed person is permitted to conduct are typically limited to 
setting appointments, taking payments and possibly making address changes. He or she is not 
permitted to discuss coverages and some states prohibit unlicensed individuals from even making 
changes to a policy. Thus, everyone needs to be licensed by the state to be able to conduct 
business.  
 The growth of an agency is reflected in the gain ratio, which is comprised of production 
and retention. Production is the number of policies (or could be premium) written over a 
specified time period and the retention is the number of policies (or premium) retained for the 
same period of time. Retention is affected by lapsed policies, i.e., clients who chose not to renew 
their insurance, and cancellations which is an action taken by the insurance company, deciding 
not to renew the client. This typically happens for excessive claims, moving violations, a carrier 
divesting from the market or a combination thereof.  
Participants 
 Members of a national insurance agents association were asked to participate in a cross-
sectional survey as well as forwarding the invitation to their employees to complete the survey. 
The initial sample size was 384 individuals with a majority being owners (n = 286), and 
employees accounting for 56 responses, and 42 respondents did not answer the primary role 
question. When the results were analyzed, the sample from the employees was too small to draw 
any statistically significant conclusions from, therefore, all of the analyses in the dissertation 
focused on the owner sample and the conclusions we can draw therein. As is common with all 
surveys, not all surveys are completed, and participants exited throughout the survey, with 38 
owners, leaving 248 owners answering any questions beyond performance. Additionally, 
seventeen respondents left after completing the grit scale and 24 more left during the 
extraversion, conscientiousness or openness to experience questions. The analysis method used 
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was the completed cases method, meaning that cases with a complete response profile for the 
variables being analyzed were used in a given analysis. A total of 212 owners completed the 
survey. A further discussion on missingness follows.  The association has 780 members which, 
with the owners, represented an initial 36.66 percent response rate, and a completed survey 
response rate of 26.9 percent.  
Most respondents were male, 64 percent, and the response choices for age were banded 
rather broadly; 18-29 had zero respondents, 30-39 at 3.3 percent, 40-49 at 17.1 percent, 50 and 
over with the vast majority at 77.7 percent. The age distribution of respondents appear to be 
representative of the industry and the association. Within property and casualty insurance 
agencies, the average age of owners with more than a 20 percent ownership stake is 59 (Wells, 
2015). Of our owner sample, 77.7 percent are over the age of 50, it appears in line with the 
industry.  Further, the racial mix in the industry, whites represent 82.4 percent of the agents 
(Data USA), which matches our response of 82 percent non-Hispanic whites, with Hispanics, 
Blacks and Other accounting for 7 percent, 6 percent and 4 percent respectively. 
Within the sample, 58 percent held a bachelor’s degree, 16.5 percent held a master’s 
degree or above, 13 percent with an associate degree, 10.5 percent just high school or some 
college and 2 percent did not answer this question. The median number of years in the industry 
was 29 years, while the maximum and minimum number of years in the industry was 58 and 0 
years, respectively. A majority of the respondents held no designations (65 percent), while 22 
percent held one, 8 percent held two, 4 percent held three, and 1 percent held four. None of the 
survey respondents held more than 4 designations. Forty-two percent of the respondents operated 
from the South, a quarter operated from the Midwest, 18 percent operated from the West, and 14 
percent from the Northeast.  
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Procedure 
A survey instrument was prepared utilizing Qualtrics. Approval for this research was 
provided by the Institutional Review Board at the University of South Florida (Pro00034511). 
All participants received the approved disclosure prior to completing the survey and no 
vulnerable populations were involved in the research. 
Initially two insurance industry associations (those representing producers/agents) agreed 
to distribute the survey to their members. In the end, only one of the associations e-mailed the 
survey to their members. 
Due to confidentially of the member list, an introductory e-mail was created by the 
researcher and the association distributed the invitation and survey link to their members via e-
mail. Owners were asked to take the survey and to forward the link to their employees for them 
to take. One month after the initial e-mail was sent, a reminder e-mail was sent by the 
association. 
The survey attrition was discussed in the participant section and the Figure 3 graphically 
represents this attrition. 
 
Figure 1. Attrition by Primary Role  
During the analysis, complete cases were utilized at the analysis level, meaning that cases 
with a complete response profile for the variables being analyzed were used in a given analysis. 
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Instruments 
After the informed consent, the survey split the respondents into owner and employee 
categories. As mentioned previously, the employee data was not analyzed further due to low 
response rates. Employee specific questions will not be elaborated on. 
Performance 
Then owners were asked to self-rate their performance with a five-point Likert type scale: 
 
Figure 2. Owner Performance 
The question was framed this way since owners have access to either industry or 
company data and many will track their performance and compare themselves to their peer 
group. By providing this response choice, it framed and defined what significantly above average 
might indicate. While owners were asked about performance, it might appear that the results 
would be general job performance. However, insurance is a very sale dominated field and within 
the industry, performance and sales are usually synonymous. Common measurements within the 
industry include policies in force (i.e., current active policies), or premium in force, persistency 
ratio, gain ratio, or something similar. Each one of these measurements is founded on sales, as 
well as servicing the current clients.  
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Owner: n = 248 
Figure 3: Distribution of Performance  
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, and Conscientiousness 
The first scale respondents saw was the grit scale, discussed following this section. The 
respondents were asked the questions on extraversion, openness to experience, and 
conscientiousness. Costa and McCrae (1987) commercialized their five-factor model inventory 
and as such they own the copyright. Personality researchers have created similar inventories that 
closely mirror Costa and McCrae’s and these inventories are freely available for research, 
available from the International Personality Item Pool (https://ipip.ori.org).  There are multiple 
inventories available, of which the (Maples et al., 2014) version was selected for this research. 
The questions are listed below, with the sub-facets identified. The instruction section was 
identical on all factors and is not represented on each factor here. The respondents selected their 
options from a five- point Likert scale. Table 5 contains the questions asked in the extraversion 
section as well as the sub-facets, followed by Table 6 with the descriptive statistics for 
extraversion. 
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Table 5: Extraversion Questions with Sub-Facets 
On the following pages, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors. Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe 
yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as 
you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, 
and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your 
responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement carefully, and 
then select the bubble that corresponds to your reply 
Make friends easily Friendliness 
Warm up quickly to others 
Feel comfortable around people 
Act comfortably with others 
Love large parties Gregariousness 
Talk to a lot of different people at parties 
Don’t like crowded events 
Avoid crowds 
Take charge Assertiveness 
Try to lead others 
Take control of things 
Wait for others to lead the way 
Am always busy Activity Level 
Am always on the go 
Do a lot in my spare time 
Can manage many things at the same time 
Love excitement Excitement-
Seeking Seek adventure 
Love action 
Enjoy being reckless 
Radiate joy Cheerfulness 
Have a lot of fun 
Love life 
Laugh aloud 
 
Table 6 depicts the statistics for extraversion. A potential item of interest is looking at the 
minimum and maximum values, i.e., very inaccurate and very accurate, are being used. In a five-
point Likert scale, with four items, the minimum is 4 and the maximum is 20. The respondents 
utilized all of the options for three of the six sub-facets of extraversion, yet orderliness, activity 
level, and cheerfulness shifted towards the upper end of the scale. The other item of note is the 
alphas. Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) stated that alphas of 0.70 or higher is the accepted 
 32 
convention for research uses. All of these alphas exceed 0.70.  Table 7 itemizes the questions for 
openness to experience with the sub-facets. 
Table 6: Descriptive Information for All Scales 
Measure Number 
of Items 
Mean SD Min/Max Alpha 
Extraversion (n = 226) 
Friendliness 4 17.07 3.04 4/20 0.88 
Gregariousness 4 12.99 3.91 4/20 0.81 
Assertiveness 4 16.14 2.86 6/20 0.84 
Activity Level 4 16.06 3.00 6/20 0.76 
Excitement-Seeking 4 13.77 3.28 4/20 0.83 
Cheerfulness 4 16.04 2.77 7/20 0.81 
Overall Extraversion 24 92.11 12.29 31/120 0.89 
Openness to Experience 
(n = 212) 
Imagination 4 13.16 3.52 4/20 0.81 
Artistic Interest 4 14.35 3.42 5/20 0.74 
Emotionality 4 12.69 3.36 4/20 0.74 
Adventurousness 4 12.13 3.48 4/20 0.86 
Intellect 4 14.86 3.66 4/20 0.87 
Liberalism 4 7.94 3.88 4/20 0.74 
Overall Openness 24 74.97 12.10 24/120 0.83 
Conscientiousness (n = 
205) 
Self-Efficacy 4 16.98 2.32 5/20 0.86 
Orderliness 4 15.48 3.36 7/20 0.79 
Dutifulness 4 17.54 2.05 5/20 0.48 
Achievement 4 17.57 2.49 9/20 0.75 
Self-Discipline 4 15.53 3.37 8/20 0.82 
Cautiousness 4 15.40 3.77 4/20 0.89 
Overall 
Conscientiousness 
24 98.78 10.93 38/120 0.86 
Grit (n = 247) 
Overall Grit Score 8 27.59 4.75 17/40 0.73 
Hardiness (n = 208) 
Total Hardiness 15 32.35 5.87 12/45 0.80 
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Table 7: Openness to Experience with Sub-Facets 
  
Have a vivid imagination Imagination 
Enjoy wild flights of fantasy 
Love to daydream 
Like to get lost in thought 
See beauty in things that others might not notice Artistic 
Interests Do not like art 
Do not like poetry 
Do not enjoy going to art museums 
Experience my emotions intensely Emotionality 
Seldom get emotional 
Am not easily affected by my emotions 
Experience very few emotional highs and lows 
Prefer to stick with things that I know Adventurousn
ess Dislike changes 
Don’t like the idea of change 
Am attached to conventional ways 
Am not interested in abstract ideas Intellect 
Avoid philosophical discussions 
Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas 
Am not interested in theoretical discussions 
Tend to vote for liberal political candidates Liberalism 
Believe in one true religion 
Tend to vote for conservative political candidates 
Like to stand during the national anthem 
 
A potential item of interest of the descriptive statistics in Table 6 of openness to 
experience is looking at the minimum and maximum values, i.e., very inaccurate and very 
accurate are being used. In a five-point Likert scale, with four items, the minimum is 4 and the 
maximum is 20. The respondents utilized all of the options for five of the six sub-facets of 
openness to experience, yet artistic interest did not use the lowest rating. The other item of note 
is the alphas. All of the alphas exceed 0.70 and are good for research use. Table 8 itemizes the 
questions for conscientiousness with the sub-facets. 
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Table 8: Conscientiousness with Sub-Facets 
  
Complete tasks successfully Self-Efficacy 
Excel in what I do 
Handle tasks smoothly 
Know how to get things done 
Like order Orderliness 
Like to tidy up 
Leave a mess in my room 
Leave my belongings around 
Keep my promises Dutifulness 
Tell the truth 
Break my promises 
Get others to do my duties 
Work hard Achievement-
Striving Do more than what’s expected of me 
Set high standards for myself and others 
Am not highly motivated to succeed 
Start tasks right away Self-
discipline Find it difficult to get down to work 
Need a push to get started 
Have difficulty starting tasks 
Jump into things without thinking Cautiousness 
Make rash decisions 
Rush into things 
Act without thinking 
 
A potential item of interest of the descriptive statistics in Table 6 of conscientiousness is 
looking at the minimum and maximum values, i.e., very inaccurate and very accurate are being 
used. In a five-point Likert scale, with four items, the minimum is 4 and the maximum is 20. The 
respondents did not utilize the lower end of the spectrum on all but one of the sub-facets, 
cautiousness. The other item of note is the alphas. Dutifulness is rather low which indicates that 
it does not have good internal consistency, however, this value is in line with the reported 
coefficient of 0.51 for this survey instrument. Scoring was reverified on all measures to ensure 
proper reverse coding was applied and that was the case for this variable. The rest of the alphas 
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across the three factors were in line with what has been reported in prior research and are above 
the 0.70 threshold. 
Grit 
Respondents were first presented with the Short Grit Scale (hence in this section, grit is 
introduced before conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness to experience). This scale 
consisted of 8 questions with responses being on a five point Likert scale (Angela Lee 
Duckworth & Quinn, 2009). Table 9 contains the questions of the grit scale as well as which sub-
construct each is associated with. 
Table 9: Grit Survey 
Here are a number of statements that may or may not apply to you. There are no right or 
wrong answers, so just answer honestly, considering how you compare to most people. 
New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones Passion 
Setbacks don’t discourage me Perseverance 
I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later 
lost interest 
Passion 
I am a hard worker Perseverance 
I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one Passion 
I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few 
months to complete 
Perseverance 
I finish what I begin Passion 
I am diligent Perseverance 
 
This measure requires that respondents rate their level of agreement with statements that 
reflect passion and perseverance. Responses are coded 1 through 5, with 1 representing “Not like 
me at all” and 5 representing “Very much like me.” While the 4-item perseverance sub-measure 
was coded directly (1 through 5), the 4-item passion sub-measure was reverse coded (5 through 
1). Item scores were summed to create sub-measure and overall measure scores, with higher 
scores representing more agreement with the concepts being measured. Descriptive statistics, as 
well as coefficient alpha estimates are provided in Table 6. While this construct has two 
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components, passion and perseverance, the total grit score was examined for the purposes of this 
research. 
A potential item of interest of the descriptive statistics in Table 6 of grit is looking at the 
minimum and maximum values, i.e., not like me at all, and very much like me, are being used. In 
a five-point Likert scale, with eight items, the minimum score is 17 and maximum is 40. This 
shows that the respondents are rating towards the upper end of the scale. The other item of note 
is the alpha. This is a high value, indicating that the construct has good internal consistency.  
Hardiness 
Following the questions of extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness, 
the next set of questions was the hardiness construct, utilizing the DRS-15 assessment. The DRS-
15 is the formal name of the hardiness assessment. The survey contains fifteen questions and is 
scored on a four-point Likert scale with the response choices of: Not at all true, A little true, 
Quite true, and Completely true.  An example item is “I enjoy the challenge when I have to do 
more than one thing at a time.” Note: the DRS-15 assessment is subject to copyright and the 
research permissions obtained do not permit the reproduction of the assessment in a work that is 
to be published. A sample item is permitted to be shared as mentioned above.  
In addition to the total hardiness score, the three subfactors calculated are control, 
commitment, and challenge. For the purposes of this research, we focused just on the overall 
hardiness score and not the sub-facets. Responses are coded 0 through 3, with 0 representing 
“Not at all true” and 3 representing “Completely true.” Six of the items are reverse coded, while 
the other 9 items are coded normally. The relevant item scores are summed to form the 
Commitment, Control, and Challenge sub-measure scores, which in turn are summed to form the 
overall Hardiness score. Descriptive statistics, as well as coefficient alpha estimates are provided 
in Table 6. 
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A potential item of interest of the descriptive statistics for hardiness is looking at the 
minimum and maximums. This scale utilized a four-point Likert scale scored zero to three, with 
15 items, the minimum is zero and the maximum is 45.   These values indicate the respondents 
shifted away from the lower end of the range in favor of the higher end. The other item of note is 
the alpha. This alpha also exceeds the 0.70 criterion. 
Demographics 
Following the personality constructs came the demographic portion.  This included sex, 
age, race, education, years in the insurance industry, related designations, and their state. 
For those that completed the survey, the average time for completion was just under ten 
minutes with the median at 0:08:41. The goal of the survey was to keep it around ten minutes 
with no more than 15 minutes, and these results indicate that. 
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Chapter Five: Results 
Factor Analysis  
Two separate exploratory factor analyses were conducted, rotated using the orthogonal 
(varimax) method. The oblique method was examined as well with both methods producing very 
similar results. The orthogonal results are reproduced here. The sub-facets of extraversion, 
conscientiousness, and openness to experience, as well as grit and hardiness were examined. The 
scales were designed to have 23 personality sub-measures within these personality items. These 
included six each from extroversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience, two from 
grit and three from hardiness. Therefore, both 17 and 23 factors were rotated using an orthogonal 
(varimax) method.  The 23-factor solution yielded a number of factors without sufficiently high 
loadings.  The 17-factor solution yielded interpretable factors as displayed in Table 10.  Shaded 
blocks indicate significant loading at the <-0.50 and > 0.50 levels. Within personality research, 
there are varying cutoff points for significance, even down to the +/- 0.30 level (Aron, Aron, & 
Coups, 2014), the shading is presented just for a reference point. Additionally, the factor analysis 
is sorted by the strength of the loading for easier reading.
 39 
Table 10: Varimax Factor Analysis of all Items with 17 Factors 
Variable F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12 F13 F14 F15 F16 F17 Uniq 
                                     
q9_1E4 0.745 -0.016 0.148 0.192 -0.016 0.004 -0.074 0.224 -0.112 -0.008 0.072 -0.028 -0.056 0.028 -0.058 0.011 -0.011 0.304 
q13_1C4 0.720 0.091 0.186 0.106 -0.021 0.107 0.119 -0.014 0.142 0.112 0.133 0.037 -0.020 -0.053 0.228 0.093 0.045 0.284 
q13_2C4 0.705 0.201 0.133 -0.003 0.092 0.222 0.161 0.002 0.096 0.122 0.144 0.021 0.000 0.034 0.099 0.033 -0.114 0.291 
q7_4_g2 0.662 -0.091 0.062 0.007 -0.106 0.088 0.214 -0.120 0.015 0.167 0.000 -0.113 -0.177 -0.191 0.084 0.029 0.090 0.346 
q9_3E4 0.636 0.138 0.067 0.304 0.210 0.086 -0.045 0.069 -0.077 -0.050 -0.021 -0.006 0.085 0.069 -0.109 0.073 0.042 0.382 
q9_2E4 0.630 0.073 0.006 0.128 0.314 0.096 -0.186 0.263 -0.026 -0.094 -0.004 0.032 0.173 0.055 -0.023 -0.048 0.051 0.321 
q13_3C4 0.560 0.090 0.113 0.023 0.237 0.233 0.041 0.056 0.201 0.145 0.068 0.020 -0.039 0.121 0.131 0.230 0.004 0.398 
q7_8_g2 0.500 -0.114 0.102 0.144 0.031 0.082 0.186 0.050 0.184 0.215 -0.033 -0.462 -0.047 -0.139 0.002 0.003 0.158 0.320 
q13_7C5 0.431 0.217 0.061 0.088 0.043 0.177 0.202 0.059 0.023 0.370 0.362 0.105 -0.119 -0.263 0.099 -0.006 -0.055 0.303 
q9_4E4 0.420 0.298 0.054 0.243 0.061 0.313 -0.117 0.103 0.055 0.130 0.014 -0.099 -0.046 0.064 0.089 0.079 0.054 0.494 
q13_5C5 0.344 0.100 0.028 0.108 0.100 0.313 0.070 -0.090 0.108 0.212 0.200 -0.058 -0.071 -0.158 0.156 -0.057 0.166 0.553 
q11_2O4 0.047 0.743 -0.035 0.086 0.003 0.126 0.206 0.030 0.108 0.136 -0.007 -0.124 0.111 -0.003 0.000 0.029 0.110 0.307 
q11_3O4 0.165 0.695 0.048 0.049 0.068 0.111 0.217 0.076 -0.031 0.147 -0.025 -0.176 0.086 0.005 -0.002 0.062 0.087 0.342 
q14_11H2 0.104 0.684 -0.050 0.139 0.077 0.105 -0.027 0.023 0.135 0.134 -0.127 0.039 0.029 0.012 0.066 0.102 0.137 0.393 
q11_1O4 0.036 0.683 0.068 -0.006 0.031 0.196 0.174 0.086 0.070 0.183 0.026 0.018 0.099 0.003 -0.069 0.081 -0.022 0.389 
q14_3H3 0.047 0.674 0.020 0.136 0.035 0.135 0.183 0.092 0.108 0.100 -0.063 -0.070 0.074 0.013 0.113 0.041 0.010 0.413 
q11_4O4 0.059 0.646 0.011 -0.004 -0.046 -0.004 0.299 0.099 0.109 0.078 0.070 -0.152 0.158 0.035 0.057 -0.017 0.095 0.393 
q14_14H2 0.066 0.563 -0.003 0.148 0.201 0.050 0.051 0.068 0.047 -0.099 -0.084 0.148 -0.027 0.050 -0.199 0.057 -0.019 0.519 
q14_5H2 0.036 0.534 0.025 0.100 0.188 0.031 0.078 -0.010 0.179 0.020 -0.247 -0.049 0.014 0.089 0.334 0.159 0.169 0.391 
q8_1E1 0.069 0.016 0.844 0.172 0.062 0.108 -0.015 0.043 -0.012 -0.010 0.029 -0.008 0.010 0.060 -0.017 0.013 0.095 0.221 
q8_2E1 0.095 -0.119 0.807 0.062 0.080 -0.047 0.119 0.055 0.037 0.041 -0.014 -0.017 0.078 0.042 0.067 -0.003 -0.012 0.281 
q8_4E1 0.061 -0.002 0.805 0.027 0.051 0.139 -0.049 0.009 0.100 0.044 -0.057 -0.002 -0.005 -0.047 0.051 0.180 0.027 0.270 
q8_3E1 0.106 0.050 0.803 0.083 0.093 0.009 0.027 -0.038 0.083 0.031 0.001 0.057 -0.016 0.074 -0.006 -0.038 0.175 0.275 
q8_6E2 0.171 0.130 0.598 0.085 0.306 0.162 0.052 -0.005 0.043 -0.029 -0.006 -0.132 -0.014 0.026 -0.076 -0.008 0.320 0.338 
q8_5E2 0.059 0.108 0.594 0.038 0.365 0.259 -0.038 -0.012 0.030 -0.153 0.025 -0.009 0.023 0.058 0.035 -0.010 0.355 0.273 
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Table 10 continued 
q9_9E6 0.228 0.006 0.408 0.378 0.079 0.205 0.030 -0.026 0.095 0.166 -0.115 0.054 0.033 0.230 0.142 0.152 0.031 0.438 
q14_13H1 0.189 0.169 0.108 0.663 -0.032 -0.036 0.060 0.019 -0.034 -0.104 0.152 -0.078 -0.162 -0.068 -0.012 0.080 0.132 0.383 
q14_4H1 0.124 0.087 0.049 0.622 -0.150 -0.055 0.263 0.036 -0.091 0.084 0.084 -0.118 -0.205 -0.055 -0.076 -0.083 -0.046 0.396 
q9_11E6 0.118 -0.044 0.342 0.591 0.252 0.151 0.068 -0.071 0.037 0.181 0.085 0.022 -0.019 -0.079 0.146 0.062 -0.057 0.345 
q14_10H1 0.215 0.211 0.147 0.585 0.201 0.066 -0.016 -0.029 0.019 0.162 0.000 -0.157 -0.009 0.133 0.205 0.117 0.067 0.371 
q14_1H1 0.144 0.179 0.105 0.573 -0.047 0.062 -0.146 0.158 0.080 0.118 0.049 -0.176 0.040 0.090 0.110 0.054 0.066 0.473 
q9_10E6 0.132 0.095 0.271 0.559 0.353 0.210 0.075 -0.114 0.073 0.122 -0.031 -0.021 0.078 0.046 0.223 -0.009 0.086 0.314 
q14_7H1 0.213 0.111 0.187 0.491 0.040 0.051 0.029 -0.043 0.127 0.123 0.017 -0.011 -0.055 0.091 0.371 0.113 0.106 0.455 
q9_12E6 0.069 -0.119 0.239 0.433 0.207 0.137 0.305 -0.160 0.106 -0.010 0.070 0.000 0.111 -0.014 -0.016 0.043 0.228 0.473 
q14_8H2 -0.006 0.116 0.018 0.398 0.207 -0.132 -0.038 0.094 0.089 0.080 0.257 0.131 -0.121 -0.188 0.197 0.103 -0.266 0.490 
q14_9H3 0.192 0.217 0.072 0.379 0.163 0.254 -0.065 0.006 0.193 0.019 0.065 -0.108 0.166 0.206 0.162 0.055 0.103 0.508 
q9_7E5 0.163 0.011 0.224 0.127 0.785 0.185 0.065 -0.081 0.051 0.040 -0.013 -0.067 -0.058 0.051 0.038 0.093 -0.011 0.221 
q9_6E5 0.100 0.108 0.121 0.131 0.768 0.165 0.082 -0.133 0.050 -0.008 -0.067 -0.002 0.028 0.124 0.058 0.113 0.064 0.262 
q9_5E5 0.089 0.064 0.240 0.017 0.733 0.116 -0.007 -0.025 0.077 -0.021 -0.137 0.014 -0.080 0.134 0.010 0.177 0.027 0.298 
q9_8E5 -0.113 0.043 0.001 -0.131 0.630 0.043 -0.042 -0.288 -0.017 -0.039 -0.137 0.150 0.115 0.019 0.075 -0.138 -0.007 0.404 
q13_4C4 0.324 0.238 0.033 0.183 0.324 0.055 0.011 0.083 0.116 -0.026 0.196 0.127 -0.138 -0.050 0.084 -0.126 -0.037 0.575 
q12_12C3 0.216 0.058 0.019 0.085 -0.293 -0.105 0.050 0.068 0.101 0.024 0.083 0.136 -0.020 -0.004 -0.274 0.042 0.217 0.678 
q8_9E3 0.184 0.138 0.135 -0.013 0.142 0.825 -0.020 -0.036 0.095 0.013 0.031 -0.066 -0.080 0.022 0.059 0.027 0.086 0.194 
q8_11E3 0.121 0.139 0.078 -0.013 0.162 0.821 0.008 0.007 0.085 0.048 -0.009 -0.059 0.020 0.102 0.106 -0.024 -0.015 0.223 
q8_10E3 0.133 0.060 0.157 0.161 0.152 0.750 0.010 0.013 0.073 -0.002 0.057 -0.042 -0.010 -0.032 0.087 0.066 0.151 0.296 
q8_12E3 0.002 0.076 0.026 0.099 0.007 0.630 0.026 0.102 0.044 0.202 0.171 0.067 -0.004 -0.114 0.027 -0.086 -0.130 0.461 
q11_6O5 -0.015 0.166 0.075 0.053 0.033 0.084 0.769 0.126 0.037 -0.029 0.003 -0.017 0.057 0.129 0.016 0.148 0.050 0.301 
q11_8O5 0.033 0.187 0.022 0.086 0.078 -0.023 0.762 0.166 0.011 -0.026 -0.023 0.100 -0.004 0.127 0.074 0.126 0.120 0.278 
q11_7O5 0.139 0.208 0.015 0.038 -0.002 -0.035 0.746 0.180 0.094 0.035 -0.004 -0.069 0.048 0.041 -0.003 0.157 0.048 0.300 
q11_5O5 0.092 0.276 -0.026 -0.014 -0.014 -0.024 0.680 -0.013 0.026 -0.026 -0.077 0.025 0.132 0.122 0.060 0.171 -0.083 0.372 
q13_10C6 0.104 0.033 0.020 0.030 -0.094 0.010 0.097 0.862 0.075 0.071 0.097 -0.095 -0.063 -0.068 -0.049 0.066 0.022 0.181 
q13_11C6 -0.016 0.087 0.019 -0.031 -0.073 -0.020 0.078 0.843 0.154 0.120 0.001 -0.060 0.032 -0.112 -0.002 0.044 0.035 0.211 
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Table 10 continued 
q13_12C6 0.140 0.024 0.008 0.035 -0.033 0.004 0.113 0.842 0.168 0.137 0.001 -0.001 -0.034 0.028 0.080 0.002 -0.052 0.198 
q13_9C6 -0.013 0.101 -0.017 -0.078 -0.118 0.048 0.038 0.739 0.005 0.103 -0.012 -0.003 0.014 -0.046 0.036 0.100 -0.027 0.394 
q12_10C3 -0.075 -0.003 0.115 0.001 0.003 0.028 0.022 0.203 0.774 -0.097 0.016 0.155 -0.017 -0.014 0.049 0.046 0.003 0.301 
q12_9C3 0.051 0.075 -0.011 -0.080 0.018 0.115 0.087 0.097 0.766 0.094 -0.041 -0.073 -0.069 -0.162 0.129 0.091 0.044 0.295 
q12_11C3 -0.052 0.100 0.046 0.027 0.117 -0.031 0.086 0.257 0.714 -0.025 0.080 0.093 -0.057 -0.226 -0.075 0.054 -0.033 0.307 
q12_3C1 0.154 0.244 0.077 0.163 0.052 0.225 0.025 0.017 0.590 0.171 0.217 -0.177 0.047 0.098 0.025 -0.008 -0.035 0.360 
q12_4C1 0.132 0.138 0.201 0.073 0.029 0.369 0.053 0.022 0.553 0.189 0.206 -0.141 -0.095 0.196 0.050 -0.038 -0.126 0.307 
q12_1C1 0.349 0.176 0.012 0.074 -0.033 0.051 -0.136 0.108 0.521 0.277 0.134 -0.269 -0.157 0.198 0.015 0.028 0.004 0.305 
q12_2C1 0.336 0.296 0.105 0.174 0.187 0.158 -0.054 0.001 0.473 0.175 0.109 -0.059 -0.078 0.164 0.145 0.087 -0.133 0.346 
q7_6_g2 0.138 0.164 0.012 0.224 0.056 0.075 -0.015 0.154 0.102 0.753 0.111 -0.088 0.034 0.013 0.003 0.007 0.003 0.272 
q7_5_g1 0.073 0.180 -0.019 0.115 0.039 0.047 0.086 0.211 0.022 0.706 0.116 -0.084 0.092 -0.032 -0.017 0.027 -0.002 0.363 
q7_3_g1 0.061 0.088 0.052 -0.069 -0.184 0.104 -0.093 0.205 0.025 0.658 0.133 0.084 0.111 -0.067 0.050 0.115 0.127 0.379 
q7_1_g1 0.006 0.311 0.023 -0.035 -0.053 0.019 -0.241 0.161 -0.014 0.623 0.171 -0.021 0.032 -0.077 -0.060 -0.028 -0.034 0.384 
q7_7_g1 0.285 -0.115 0.000 0.057 0.053 -0.074 0.135 0.048 0.250 0.514 -0.029 -0.430 0.037 -0.023 0.063 -0.004 0.193 0.318 
q13_8C5 0.390 0.218 0.038 0.049 0.025 0.269 0.258 0.012 0.069 0.401 0.320 0.089 -0.241 -0.146 0.004 0.070 -0.030 0.297 
q12_7C2 0.080 -0.076 -0.005 0.118 -0.200 0.118 -0.071 0.055 0.088 0.147 0.749 -0.061 0.132 -0.008 0.073 0.035 0.109 0.281 
q12_8C2 0.001 -0.004 -0.067 0.124 -0.134 0.017 -0.064 0.079 0.020 0.166 0.717 -0.016 0.041 -0.114 0.054 -0.049 0.150 0.367 
q12_6C2 0.279 -0.209 -0.025 0.007 -0.007 0.048 0.016 0.017 0.105 0.095 0.634 -0.166 0.088 0.154 0.028 0.058 0.154 0.366 
q13_6C5 0.274 0.063 0.018 -0.022 0.106 0.044 0.195 0.022 0.076 0.312 0.520 -0.059 -0.213 -0.197 -0.052 0.094 -0.089 0.389 
q12_5C2 0.100 -0.351 -0.005 -0.018 -0.061 0.075 -0.102 0.003 0.300 -0.039 0.514 -0.303 0.051 0.148 -0.003 0.074 0.002 0.370 
q7_2_g2 0.137 -0.243 -0.078 0.253 -0.066 0.203 0.224 0.112 0.019 0.082 -0.317 -0.019 -0.067 0.020 -0.067 -0.173 -0.079 0.590 
q10_10O3 -0.008 -0.075 0.029 -0.095 -0.083 -0.077 0.107 -0.049 0.013 -0.017 -0.078 0.753 -0.006 0.144 -0.061 0.078 -0.004 0.354 
q10_11O3 0.022 -0.181 -0.028 -0.027 0.015 -0.113 -0.056 -0.067 -0.057 -0.066 -0.079 0.724 -0.009 0.063 0.013 0.016 -0.032 0.402 
q10_12O3 0.050 -0.143 -0.087 -0.106 0.084 -0.005 0.019 -0.069 0.093 -0.070 -0.088 0.604 0.217 0.186 0.058 0.045 0.128 0.457 
q10_9O3 -0.006 -0.100 0.134 -0.090 0.149 0.013 0.048 -0.146 0.087 0.110 -0.132 0.505 0.153 0.217 -0.069 0.187 0.058 0.513 
q11_9O6 -0.078 0.117 0.028 -0.006 -0.080 0.013 0.006 -0.076 0.046 0.053 0.043 -0.037 0.832 -0.030 -0.035 0.150 -0.089 0.235 
q11_11O6 0.007 0.119 0.033 -0.078 -0.005 -0.042 0.140 -0.011 -0.143 0.040 0.077 0.111 0.807 -0.027 -0.094 0.112 0.013 0.243 
q11_12O6 -0.019 0.089 -0.076 0.036 0.051 -0.055 -0.030 -0.012 -0.140 0.091 -0.100 0.037 0.568 0.154 -0.237 -0.051 -0.209 0.490 
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Table 10 continued 
q11_10O6 -0.035 0.129 0.150 -0.183 0.145 -0.125 0.117 0.127 -0.129 0.013 0.139 0.075 0.529 -0.220 0.058 -0.152 -0.073 0.458 
q10_3O1 -0.108 0.003 0.030 0.016 0.253 0.045 0.306 -0.173 -0.066 -0.044 0.001 0.291 0.021 0.632 -0.075 -0.031 -0.017 0.300 
q10_4O1 -0.107 -0.099 0.001 -0.101 0.207 -0.153 0.336 -0.189 -0.101 -0.079 -0.039 0.184 -0.084 0.607 -0.048 0.128 -0.066 0.303 
q10_1O1 0.081 0.237 0.266 0.079 0.076 0.144 0.186 -0.055 -0.107 -0.166 -0.042 0.158 -0.069 0.557 0.065 0.107 -0.083 0.393 
q10_2O1 -0.057 0.136 0.260 0.072 0.276 0.078 0.132 -0.242 -0.033 -0.117 -0.083 0.289 0.001 0.515 -0.039 -0.073 -0.022 0.370 
q10_5O2 0.094 0.290 0.187 0.037 0.059 0.076 0.217 0.026 -0.021 -0.018 0.012 -0.004 0.073 0.405 0.132 0.359 -0.109 0.486 
q14_6H3 -0.021 -0.001 -0.050 0.098 0.118 0.080 0.047 0.004 0.072 -0.024 0.001 -0.096 -0.002 0.068 0.740 -0.072 0.142 0.372 
q14_12H3 0.173 0.078 0.054 0.138 0.049 0.130 0.035 0.040 0.103 -0.009 0.113 0.051 -0.127 -0.085 0.697 -0.078 -0.092 0.370 
q14_15H3 0.192 0.083 0.151 0.115 0.020 0.245 0.132 0.021 -0.010 -0.011 0.094 -0.011 -0.223 -0.150 0.567 0.121 -0.099 0.416 
q14_2H2 0.157 -0.049 0.100 0.143 -0.072 0.190 -0.078 0.160 0.018 0.132 0.055 0.055 -0.208 0.425 0.453 -0.046 0.121 0.400 
q10_6O2 0.019 0.151 0.088 0.063 0.130 -0.021 0.235 0.130 0.028 0.058 0.011 0.075 0.150 0.066 0.015 0.750 -0.058 0.273 
q10_8O2 0.105 0.049 -0.031 0.115 0.073 0.069 0.140 0.084 0.142 -0.036 0.053 0.047 0.080 0.001 0.014 0.731 0.070 0.363 
q10_7O2 0.098 0.065 0.109 0.001 0.079 -0.041 0.220 0.060 0.038 0.080 0.034 0.039 0.039 0.000 -0.126 0.717 -0.037 0.371 
q8_7E2 0.012 0.127 0.238 0.075 -0.026 0.052 0.022 -0.054 -0.044 0.016 0.148 0.015 -0.085 -0.010 0.059 -0.017 0.803 0.235 
q8_8E2 0.022 0.136 0.237 0.049 0.081 0.043 0.102 0.052 -0.027 0.084 0.080 -0.016 -0.089 -0.060 -0.002 -0.009 0.793 0.246 
Each item number is listed first followed by E = extraversion, O = openness, C = conscientiousness, G = grit, and H = hardiness. The 
number following the letter indicates the sub-facet of each. 
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Table 10 demonstrates that there was not completely clean loading of the individual 
questions on the factors. Several questions did not load well on any factor and there was a fair 
amount of overlap. For the second factor analysis, five factors were rotated, again using the 
varimax method. In this study, there were five primary factors, extraversion, conscientiousness, 
openness to experience, grit, and hardiness. Table 11 demonstrates the loading of the individual 
questions within five factors. Shaded blocks indicate significant loading at the <-0.50 and > 0.50 
levels.   
Table 11 Varimax Factor Analysis of all Items with 5 Factors  
Variable F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Uniq 
              
q12_2C1 0.672 0.141 0.260 0.008 0.096 0.453 
q12_4C1 0.648 0.099 0.147 0.074 0.061 0.540 
q13_3C4 0.591 0.278 0.101 0.042 0.222 0.512 
q12_1C1 0.590 0.023 0.152 0.296 -0.016 0.540 
q12_3C1 0.572 0.071 0.285 0.145 0.033 0.565 
q8_9E3 0.555 0.230 0.213 -0.165 -0.140 0.547 
q13_2C4 0.541 0.274 0.173 0.142 0.187 0.548 
q8_11E3 0.533 0.147 0.260 -0.213 -0.106 0.571 
q12_9C3 0.523 -0.183 0.093 0.135 0.148 0.645 
q13_1C4 0.520 0.371 0.050 0.249 0.159 0.503 
q13_8C5 0.505 0.150 0.214 0.318 0.135 0.557 
q14_12H3 0.501 0.077 0.019 -0.011 -0.053 0.740 
q8_10E3 0.488 0.327 0.181 -0.104 -0.112 0.599 
q14_15H3 0.470 0.175 0.035 0.024 0.025 0.746 
q13_5C5 0.468 0.240 0.158 0.157 -0.136 0.655 
q9_4E4 0.465 0.267 0.323 0.112 -0.069 0.591 
q13_7C5 0.455 0.184 0.218 0.382 0.071 0.561 
q13_4C4 0.418 0.178 0.148 -0.019 0.025 0.771 
q14_2H2 0.415 0.193 -0.094 0.000 0.028 0.781 
q14_9H3 0.399 0.317 0.306 -0.067 -0.027 0.641 
q8_12E3 0.392 0.030 0.182 0.072 -0.118 0.793 
q12_10C3 0.387 -0.133 -0.071 0.036 0.277 0.750 
q11_11O6 -0.382 0.096 0.324 0.044 0.227 0.687 
q12_11C3 0.362 -0.159 0.061 0.161 0.251 0.751 
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q7_4_g2 0.360 0.257 -0.081 0.303 0.027 0.706 
q14_6H3 0.334 0.059 0.049 -0.130 -0.096 0.857 
q9_2E4 0.311 0.289 0.094 0.057 0.020 0.808 
q11_12O6 -0.307 -0.038 0.256 -0.087 0.066 0.827 
q11_10O6 -0.276 0.062 0.230 0.079 0.083 0.854 
q14_8H2 0.275 0.064 0.062 0.092 0.035 0.907 
q7_2_g2 0.133 0.030 -0.091 0.035 0.050 0.969 
q8_1E1 0.022 0.754 -0.022 0.000 0.071 0.426 
q8_3E1 0.037 0.707 -0.019 -0.043 0.110 0.484 
q8_6E2 0.128 0.689 0.151 -0.079 0.018 0.479 
q8_5E2 0.135 0.663 0.098 -0.243 -0.012 0.474 
q8_2E1 -0.008 0.653 -0.120 0.034 0.193 0.520 
q8_4E1 0.099 0.618 -0.036 -0.012 0.110 0.595 
q9_10E6 0.360 0.569 0.234 -0.175 -0.043 0.459 
q9_11E6 0.329 0.561 0.061 -0.003 -0.019 0.573 
q9_9E6 0.319 0.545 0.075 -0.075 0.153 0.566 
q9_12E6 0.141 0.520 0.028 -0.066 0.125 0.689 
q8_7E2 -0.052 0.485 0.108 0.106 -0.097 0.730 
q8_8E2 -0.042 0.480 0.170 0.143 -0.025 0.719 
q14_10H1 0.344 0.472 0.303 0.004 -0.045 0.564 
q9_7E5 0.390 0.433 0.108 -0.376 0.056 0.505 
q14_13H1 0.160 0.421 0.138 0.188 -0.031 0.742 
q9_3E4 0.277 0.416 0.157 0.054 0.071 0.718 
q14_7H1 0.390 0.414 0.137 0.035 0.033 0.656 
q9_1E4 0.284 0.382 -0.071 0.327 0.067 0.658 
q14_1H1 0.252 0.330 0.251 0.219 -0.112 0.704 
q11_2O4 0.135 0.028 0.785 0.056 0.094 0.353 
q11_3O4 0.121 0.142 0.745 0.082 0.115 0.391 
q14_3H3 0.199 0.047 0.700 0.003 0.130 0.451 
q11_1O4 0.139 0.031 0.700 0.034 0.179 0.457 
q11_4O4 0.066 0.018 0.673 0.137 0.189 0.488 
q14_11H2 0.219 0.044 0.668 -0.060 0.044 0.499 
q14_5H2 0.246 0.100 0.541 -0.223 0.128 0.570 
q14_14H2 0.079 0.053 0.484 -0.184 0.174 0.693 
q11_9O6 -0.274 0.021 0.342 0.041 0.097 0.797 
q10_11O3 -0.099 -0.059 -0.331 -0.270 0.260 0.736 
q12_5C2 0.289 0.027 -0.328 0.281 -0.078 0.723 
q9_8E5 0.033 0.063 0.083 -0.602 -0.090 0.618 
q13_10C6 0.127 -0.059 0.090 0.601 0.294 0.525 
q10_2O1 0.021 0.290 0.053 -0.586 0.251 0.507 
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Table 11 continued 
q13_11C6 0.073 -0.131 0.173 0.537 0.286 0.578 
q10_3O1 -0.016 0.115 -0.012 -0.511 0.401 0.565 
q13_12C6 0.241 -0.091 0.089 0.489 0.351 0.564 
q12_7C2 0.217 0.110 -0.066 0.481 -0.101 0.695 
q9_6E5 0.318 0.368 0.207 -0.480 0.097 0.481 
q12_8C2 0.132 0.053 -0.017 0.471 -0.155 0.733 
q7_3_g1 0.117 0.031 0.215 0.459 0.012 0.729 
q9_5E5 0.292 0.354 0.100 -0.450 0.147 0.556 
q13_9C6 0.040 -0.160 0.157 0.430 0.263 0.694 
q7_5_g1 0.182 0.063 0.387 0.419 0.036 0.636 
q7_7_g1 0.283 0.164 0.118 0.414 -0.049 0.706 
q7_6_g2 0.312 0.137 0.357 0.399 -0.044 0.595 
q13_6C5 0.373 0.083 0.042 0.398 0.082 0.687 
q7_8_g2 0.363 0.323 0.055 0.396 -0.055 0.601 
q10_1O1 0.113 0.284 0.128 -0.382 0.363 0.612 
q7_1_g1 0.095 -0.036 0.368 0.374 -0.177 0.683 
q12_6C2 0.281 0.175 -0.179 0.365 0.007 0.725 
q12_12C3 -0.059 0.083 -0.012 0.304 0.154 0.873 
q14_4H1 0.088 0.276 0.120 0.279 0.006 0.824 
q11_8O5 0.037 0.124 0.267 0.008 0.644 0.497 
q11_6O5 0.035 0.125 0.286 0.019 0.606 0.534 
q11_7O5 0.075 0.081 0.319 0.180 0.604 0.489 
q10_6O2 0.051 0.131 0.227 0.023 0.591 0.579 
q11_5O5 0.011 0.001 0.349 -0.052 0.577 0.542 
q10_7O2 0.042 0.141 0.108 0.098 0.529 0.677 
q10_4O1 -0.103 0.029 -0.151 -0.457 0.472 0.535 
q10_8O2 0.181 0.100 0.108 0.066 0.459 0.731 
q10_10O3 -0.111 -0.067 -0.227 -0.236 0.443 0.680 
q10_5O2 0.146 0.199 0.277 -0.157 0.434 0.649 
q10_9O3 -0.030 0.116 -0.108 -0.323 0.365 0.737 
q10_12O3 -0.024 -0.048 -0.184 -0.312 0.322 0.762 
Each item number is listed first followed by E = extraversion, O = openness, C = 
conscientiousness, G = grit, and H = hardiness. The number following the letter indicates the 
sub-facet of each. 
 
 As Table 11 demonstrates, many of the sub-facets of extraversion, conscientiousness, and 
openness to experience loaded together, the main components loaded on multiple factors. For 
example, extraversion loaded on factors one, two and four; openness to experience loaded on 
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three four and five; and conscientiousness loaded on one and four. This analysis did not 
demonstrate the expected pattern of loadings. The factor analysis in Table 11 better depicts 
which sub-facets and sub-constructs are most similar. While not reproduced here, an additional 
factor analysis of just extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience was 
completed with three factors. While that had a little cleaner loading, there was some cross 
loading as well as some factors loading on other factors. 
 Correlations among the overall measures were calculated utilizing the Pearson pairwise 
correlation as presented in Table 12.  With the exception of the correlations between grit and 
conscientiousness, and extraversion and hardiness which are fairly large (above 0.50), the 
correlations are fairly small, which demonstrates that the scales are not necessarily measuring the 
same things. Most of the correlations were statistically significant among the personality 
measures. As already mentioned, grit correlates most strongly with conscientiousness, however, 
it is not so strong as to suggest that it is measuring the same thing. Hardiness strongly correlates 
with extraversion and moderately correlates with conscientiousness which also indicates that it is 
measuring similar constructs, yet not so strong as to indicate it id identical. Further, the results 
show statistical significance for grit, extraversion, conscientiousness, and hardiness to 
performance, yet all of these are under 0.50. These measures do not show too much pairwise 
multicollinearity, which will make them good for modeling and analysis. 
Table 12: Correlations Between Overall Measures  
Measure Perf Extra Open Consc Grit Hardiness 
Performance 1      
Extraversion 0.287* 1     
Openness 0.078 0.255* 1    
Conscientious 0.245* 0.335* 0.088 1   
Grit 0.274* 0.273* 0.021 0.586* 1  
Hardiness 0.325* 0.264* 0.264* 0.456* 0.349* 1 
* p < .05. Sample size: pairwise complete observations were used for the variables being analyzed.  
Maximum n = 247. 
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Table 13: Regression Results: Ordinary Least Squares Coefficients and Clustered Robust 
Standard Errors  
Performance [1 to 5] (1)     
Extraversion  0.023***     
 (0.007)     
Conscientiousness 0.017*     
 (0.007)     
Openness  -0.0003     
 (0.006)     
Constant  -0.361     
 (0.798)     
Observations 195     
F-Stat 10.33     
P-Value 0.000     
R-Squared 0.120     
# p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001  
H1: Conscientiousness will be positively related to performance  
Table 12 shows that conscientiousness has a positive correlation with performance at 
0.245 which was statistically significant. Table 13 shows the regression results when 
extraversion, conscientiousness and openness to experience were the independent variables to 
performance. The overall model had a goodness of fit of R2 = 0.120. Conscientiousness was 
statistically significant, and this model shows the one unit increase in conscientiousness will 
result in an increase of 0.017 units of performance. This hypothesis would be supported. 
H2 Extraversion will be positively related to performance. 
Table 12 shows that extraversion has a positive correlation to performance at 0.287 which 
was statistically significant. Table 13 shows that in the regression, extraversion was also 
statistically significant and that for every 0.023 units of increase in extraversion, performance 
increases by one unit. This hypothesis would also be supported. 
H3: Openness to Experience will be positively related to performance  
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Table 12 shows that openness to experience has a very small positive correlation to 
performance at 0.078 which was not statistically significant. In the regression in Table 13, 
openness to experience was not found to have statistical significance, therefore, we would reject 
this hypothesis and conclude that openness to experience is not related to performance.  
Within the introduction, one of the areas of interest to explore was that of the individual 
sub-facets and if they were more meaningful than the composite score of each factor.  Table A1 
illustrates the correlations between each sub-facet and performance and allows the ability to 
compare the correlation of the sub-facet to the primary factor. Many of the sub-facet correlations 
were statistically significant, with. five sub-facets that show greater correlation to performance 
than the overall factor: extraversion assertiveness, extraversion activity level, conscientiousness 
self-efficacy, conscientiousness achievement, and conscientiousness self-discipline.   
To further test the relationship beyond correlations, ordinary least squares regressions 
were conducted on the data, with clustered robust standard errors . As a note, the use of control 
variables was considered, as suggested by Bernerth and Aquinis (2016) and Becker et al. (2015), 
however, it did not appear that control variables would add value in that the specific 
phenomenon being studied is that of personality and performance (Becker et al., 2016; Bernerth 
& Aguinis, 2016).  
Tables 14-16 include regression analyses for extraversion, conscientiousness, and 
openness to experience, examining the overall dimension to performance as well as each 
individual sub-facet. Finally, if there were individual sub-facets that were statistically significant, 
a final regression was run with only those items. The first dimension examined was extraversion 
in Table 14. By reviewing this table, we find that the sub-facets of assertiveness and activity 
level together are more statistically significant than the overall dimension of extraversion. The 
goodness of fit nearly doubles with an increased from R2 = 0.0826 to R2 = 0.1544.  
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Table 14: Extraversion Regression Results: Ordinary Least Squares Coefficients and Clustered 
Robust Standard Errors  
Performance [1 to 5] (1) (2) (3)   
Extraversion  0.261***     
 (0.005)     
Friendliness  -0.036    
  (0.029)    
Gregarious   -0.002    
  (0.022)    
Assertiveness  0.087*** 0.092***   
  (0.025) (0.023)   
Activity Level  0.084*** 0.094***   
  (0.025) (0.022)   
Excitement Seeking  0.003    
  (0.025)    
Cheerfulness  0.049    
  (0.035)    
Constant  0.927  0.400  0.323   
 (0.494) (0.594) (0.471)   
Observations 226 226 229   
F-Stat 24.32 7.93 20.33   
P-Value 0.000 0.000 0.000   
R-Squared 0.0826 0.170 0.1544   
 
# p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Table 15: Conscientiousness Regression Results: Ordinary Least Squares Coefficients and 
Clustered Robust Standard Errors  
Performance [1 to 5] (1) (2) (3)   
Conscientiousness 0.025***     
 (0.007)     
Self-Efficacy  0.102** 0.103**   
  (0.041) (0.041)   
Orderliness  -0.024    
  (0.023)    
Dutifulness  -0.113*** -0.110**   
  (0.038) (0.038)   
Achievement Striving  0.132*** 0.142***   
  (0.035) (0.032)   
Self-discipline  0.018    
  (0.025)    
Cautiousness  0.009    
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Table 15 continued 
  (0.022)    
Constant 0.846 1.217 1.018   
 (0.681) (0.697) (0.706)   
Observations 205 205 207   
F-Stat 13.74 8.73 15.74   
P-Value 0.0003 0.000 0.000   
R-Squared 0.060 0.190 0.187   
# p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 
Table 16: Openness to Experience Regression Results: Ordinary Least Squares Coefficients and 
Clustered Robust Standard Errors  
Performance [1 to 5] (1) (2)    
Openness .007     
 (0.006)     
Imagination  0.011    
  (0.022)    
Artistic Interest  0.040    
  (0.026)    
Emotionality  -0.022    
  (0.024)    
Adventurousness  0.038    
  (0.025)    
Intellect  -0.016    
  (0.026)    
Liberalism  -0.013    
  (0.020)    
Constant 2.791*** 2.778***    
 (0.478) (0.499)    
Observations 212 212    
F-Stat 1.40 1.15    
P-Value 0.238 0.333    
R-Squared 0.006 0.034    
# p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Additionally, the F-Stat remains very close with the reduced model. Conscientious was evaluated 
in Table 15 and three sub-facets were found to be more statistically significant versus the overall 
dimension. These sub-facets were self-efficacy, dutifulness, and achievement striving. The 
goodness of fit tripled from R2 = 0.060 to R2 = 0.187. Openness to experience was evaluated in 
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Table 16 and both the overall dimension and all the individual sub-facets failed to achieve 
statistical significance. Therefore, we can say that within this sample, utilizing five sub-facets 
will explain more variance than utilizing the full dimension.   
Additional Regression analysis 
Multiple ordinary least squares regressions were run with performance as the dependent 
variable in the following combinations: openness, extraversion, and conscientious alone, 
contained in Table 17 .  
 
Table 17: Regression Results: Ordinary Least Squares Coefficients and Clustered Robust 
Standard Errors  
Performance [1 to 5] (1) (2) (3) (4)  
Extraversion  0.023*** 0.022*** 0.017* 0.016*  
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)  
Conscientiousness 0.017* 0.007 0.010 0.002  
 (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)  
Openness  -0.0003 0.001 -0.002 -0.001  
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)  
Grit  0.037*  0.034  
  (0.018)  (0.019)  
Hardiness   0.031 0.028  
   (0.017) (0.017)  
Constant  -0.361  -0.416  -0.065 -0.132  
 (0.798) (0.799) (0.797) (0.799)  
Observations 195 195 192 192  
F-Stat 10.33 8.91 7.55 6.93  
P-Value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  
R-Squared 0.120 0.137 0.130 0.145  
 
 Column 1 of Table 17 shows the baseline of just extraversion, conscientiousness, and 
openness to experience, while column 2 adds grit. This explains a little more (R2=0.137 versus 
0.12) than without grit, and grit is just below the significance level at P = 0.047. Openness 
remains not significant; however, conscientiousness shifts to the category of not having 
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significance as well. Column 3 adds hardiness to just extraversion, conscientiousness, and 
openness to experience. When all are combined into one analysis, extraversion remains 
statistically significant while none of the other dimensions do so. 
H4 Grit will explain additional variance in job performance over extraversion, 
conscientiousness, and openness to experience. 
 When grit is added to openness, extraversion, and conscientiousness,  it is statistically 
significant, just barely, but when it is added to the model to include hardiness, it does not retain 
statistical significance.  However, when grit is added, conscientiousness loses statistical 
significance. While not part of this hypothesis, an additional regression was run with the above 
sub-facet results; assertiveness, activity level, self-efficacy, dutifulness, and achievement, all 
sub-facets remained statistically significant while grit did not have statistical significance. This 
hypothesis would not be supported.   
H5 Hardiness will explain additional variance in job performance over extraversion, 
conscientiousness and openness to experience. 
When hardiness is added to openness, extraversion and conscientiousness, we find that it 
marginally increases the goodness of fit, R2 by 0.01, however, hardiness does not have statistical 
significance. Also, conscientiousness loses its statistical significance as with the model of grit. 
Similar results were seen as with grit when hardiness was added to the five sub-facets in that 
hardiness did not have statistical significance. Based on these results, H5 would not be 
supported. 
In summary, initially, while H1, H2 are supported, a better model was found with using 
just five sub-facets, assertiveness, activity level, self-efficacy, dutifulness, and achievement. H1 
found that conscientiousness was positively related to performance with statistical significance, 
when grit and hardiness were added, it lost its statistical significance. Grit nor hardiness were 
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found to statistically significantly explain additional variance above and beyond extraversion, 
conscientiousness and openness to experience.  
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Chapter Six: Discussion 
 The first interesting area to note is the factor analyses. Table 11 depicts the factor 
analysis which included all the sub-facets with grit and hardiness, and it was found that there was 
not perfect loading, especially within the sub-facets. It was also found that several of the 
constructs from grit and hardiness also loaded on sub-facet items of extraversion, 
conscientiousness, and openness to experience. Table 12 reduced the factors to five to test the 
main constructs, including grit and hardiness, which did not produce a clean result. While it 
wasn’t displayed, another factor analysis was done with just the sub-facets of extraversion, 
conscientiousness, and openness, with three factors, and it too was found not to have the loading 
as would have been expected. Some sub-facets loaded not on their associated factor, while some 
failed to load at all. This is interesting and a possible area for future research in testing the model 
to see how well the factors continue to hold up. 
 The academic implication of this is to encourage future researchers to complete a factor 
analysis with their results. It is possible that we take these constructs for granted, and do not 
confirm that the results we are getting are truly measuring the individual dimensions that we 
think they are. 
 Although in earlier models, conscientiousness was significant as we might expect, 
Furnham and Fudge (2008), Chiu and Chen (2012) found a strong correlation with sales 
performance.  Neal et al. (2012) identified conscientiousness just with general work 
performance. Barrick and Mount (1991) found conscientiousness to be a significant predictor for 
all occupational groups, and Mount et al. (1998) found conscientiousness to be positively related 
to jobs with interpersonal interactions. While Wells et al. (2016) indicated that higher 
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conscientiousness decreases the likelihood that an individual will be in sales and more likely in 
management, this study’s results show that conscientiousness is related to performance. Also, 
Salgado (2017) stated that “conscientiousness may not be a good predictor of job performance in 
those jobs where more flexibility, initiative, creativity and clearly more cognitive complexity are 
required” (Salgado, 2017) [p.243] this study may contradict those statements in that within this 
industry, all of those factors are contained with varying degrees. However, we found a startling 
new thing when we added the variables of grit and hardiness in that conscientiousness lost its 
statistical significance. This could mean that grit and hardiness are measuring very similar 
aspects to conscientiousness. In the factor analysis that was completed, it was noted that several 
items of grit and hardiness loaded on items from extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness 
to experience and this could be a reason why we saw this result. When only the five sub-facets 
were examined with grit and hardiness, all five sub-facets retained their statistical significance 
while grit and hardiness were not statistically significant in explaining additional variance. There 
could be an issue with using the different scales together in one survey, and this would be an 
opportunity to conduct further research.  
Extraversion had varying results in the literature. Wells et al. (2016) found a strong 
correlation with extraversion and sales, Barrick and Mount (1991) found extraversion valid for 
sales, and Barrick et al. (2002) found that extraversion was positively correlated with 
performance and mediated by conscientiousness. However, Grant (2013) found that increased 
extraversion may diminish sales performance, Furnham and Fudge (2008) did not find a 
correlation with extraversion and sales performance, Neal et al. (2012) found extraversion 
negatively related to individual task performance. The results of this study indicated that 
extraversion was positively related to performance and that it retained its statistical significance 
even in the presence of grit and hardiness. In the literature review, it was suggested that different 
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dimensions are related to different fields, and within the field of insurance sales, extraversion 
explains variance. 
The results of this study failed to support hypothesis 3 which postulated that openness to 
experience would be positively related to performance. Of the factors studied, this one had the 
most divergent results in previous studies. These results were in line with Chiu and Chen (2012) 
not finding significance, and Yang et al. (2011) indicating that openness was a poor predictor of 
performance but was different from Furnham and Fudge (2008) who found openness to be the 
third strongest correlation. While we did not study training proficiency, Barrick and Mount 
(1991) said that openness was only valid predictor of that. Smith (2012) found that openness was 
negatively correlated with customer orientation, and while we did not find a negative correlation, 
we did not find a significant correlation. Neal et al. (2012) found openness to be positively 
related to individual performance but not team performance. These results differ from Sister et 
al. (2013) finding that openness to be the best predictor of total new customers, and Thoresen et 
al. (2004) finding that salespeople that were higher in openness had increased sales. Salgado 
(2017) examined job complexity and found openness to be the best predictor of performance for 
higher complex jobs, and insurance sales / agency is reasonably complex, openness was not 
correlated, nor explained variance with statistical significance. 
A rather interesting finding when the sub-facets were examined was that utilizing just 
five of the sub-facets, 20 questions instead of 72 provided a better goodness of fit. Sitser et al. 
(2013), Smith (2012), and Wihler et al. (2017) recommended that by using the narrower sub-
facets, greater predictive power can be achieved. This research not only confirms their findings 
but also identifies which sub-facets are most important in this setting, i.e., an insurance agency. 
This is probably one of the more important findings of this research in that we should be 
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encouraged to break down the dimensions into the sub-facets to gain better understanding of the 
phenomenon that we are studying.  
The implication for theory is that when the five-factor model is being studied, depending 
on the context, it is probably beneficial to not only look at the overall factor score and 
correlations, but to also look at the sub-facets to gain a better understanding of the phenomenon.  
Duckworth et al. (2007), Lauren et al. (2014), Butz et al. (2018), and Ion et al. (2017) 
stated that grit goes beyond factors contained in the five-factor model. This research does not 
support that statement. However, this could be due to the differences in samples being compared. 
Duckworth primarily studied very high achievers, e.g., West Point Cadets, and spelling bee 
finalists. These populations are rather homogeneous in that they are all high achievers. Within 
that context, grit might be able to explain some additional variance. However, within the 
insurance industry, there is a much more diverse population and that could be a factor as to why 
grit was not found to add additional explanation. Marta and Karolina (2018) and Lauren et al. 
(2014) stated that grit was strongly associated with conscientiousness, which was found in the 
factor analysis, yet there were some differences, and in this context, grit may explain a little 
more, however, it parallels very strongly with conscientiousness and does not add additional 
explanation of variances. Crede et al. (2017) said that grit should be included with 
conscientiousness and that it adds little value over other predictors, and Kelly et al. (2014) found 
that grit added little to predict academic performance. The implication for theory is that context 
matters. Grit has been studied in a number of different contexts, from the military, academia, 
general adults, and sales, to name a few, and depending on what is being predicted, grit may or 
may not add additional predictive value over other measures already in place. With grit being a 
relatively new construct, there is value including it in various types of research to gain a better 
  58 
understanding of its performance. The implication for practice, is that grit may not add value 
over extraversion, conscientiousness, or openness to experience. 
Hardiness, on the other hand had mixed results. Eschleman et al. (2010) and Kobasa 
(1979) found hardiness to be positively associated with performance, and Maddi et al. (2017) 
found hardiness to be a better predictor than grit for the US Military Academy. Bartone et al. 
(2009) stated that hardiness captures something more than the five-factor model. The results of 
this study also demonstrate that hardiness does not add statistical significance to a model to 
predict performance, beyond extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience. 
Further, the factor analysis does show that it also heavily loads with other factors. As with grit, 
the implication for theory is that context matters. Depending on the context will dictate the 
degree of additional variance explanation. Within this sample it was found that hardiness, in the 
factor analysis, loaded on several other constructs and only a few of the items loaded on its own. 
This could mean that the validated hardiness scale (DRS-15)  , within a sales context, there is not 
value to add it to a model including extraversion and conscientiousness when performance is 
being predicted.   
Since the insurance industry is very sales driven, when an owner considers performance, 
he or she will relate a significant portion of the performance to his or her sales activities. An 
owner measures the success of the agency through a variety of factors, policies in force, 
premium in force, production (i.e., new sales, and/or the gain ratio) and, the rate of growth which 
considers sales, and policies lost. Another measurement that agents use is their persistency ratio, 
which is a combination of their sales and the lapse/cancellations which are policies that were 
lost. The final two items do consider the retention of customers, which is customer service 
centric, yet most of the performance measures include a significant component of sales. When an 
insurance agency owner decides to grow their agency and add employees, a question that enters 
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the mind of the owner during the interview is if the applicant can sell. It is not uncommon that an 
insurance agency owner is the best sales person within his or her agency, he or she wants to hire 
someone that can sell as well. While from the outside it might appear that these are two distinct 
populations (owners and employees) the attributes an owner measures himself against is that of 
sales performance, the same characteristics he is looking for in an employee.  
 Based on this research, it would be recommended to include personality testing in the 
hiring process, with an insurance agency. Personality testing should not be the only deciding 
factor, however, it may tip the scales from one side to the other, and potentially give insight if a 
candidate may be inclined to be a higher performer in this setting. The recommendation is to 
include the five sub-facets identified; assertiveness, activity level, self-efficacy, dutifulness, and 
achievement striving within the pre-hiring process. To help facilitate this process, an insurance 
industry association may develop an online personality questionnaire utilizing the identified 
items.  In addition to providing this service to its members, the association could also 
periodically collect responses from the owners regarding candidates that took the questionnaire. 
These  responses could be reviewed, and the questions could be fine-tuned to produce a better 
result. Further, these results can be extended beyond the insurance industry to similar service 
type industries that hire sales people, such as financial services, investment services, realtors, and 
banks.  
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Chapter Seven: Limitations 
 One of the main limitations of this research is that the performance results were self-
reported which may have an impact on the results. While some might consider this a limitation, 
Spector et al. (2010) suggested that depending on the type of questions, “supervisors are unable 
to make as fine discrimination as employees themselves” (Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010) [p. 787]. 
Dalal (2005) also found a similar result (Dalal, 2005). While self-reporting can be seen as a 
limitation, it is interesting to note the performance distribution in this study. Typically, when 
self-reporting is utilized, the distribution is skewed to the right. Figure 3 shows that for 
employees, this appears to be the case, however, for owners, it appears to be more evenly 
distributed, with much less skewness. A potential solution for self-reporting is to obtain actual 
performance/production figures in a future study. 
 Another limitation could have been the phrasing of the performance ratings. In the 
survey, it was significantly below average, slightly below average, average, slightly above 
average, and 10 percent of the company/peer group for the owners. While the 10 percent was 
listed as a framing reference for this category, and potentially could have been a reason for less 
righted skewed results, another potential for phrasing would have been to segregate by 
percentiles. 
Another limitation is that there could be an impact of extending this research and the 
proposed model to the applicant population. Gupta et al. (2013) is cautious of using personality 
factors for predictive purposes and “cautions about generalizing from employees to applicants 
(Gupta, Kepes, & Ganster, 2013). Echchakoui (2017) is cautious of using the five factor model 
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in and of itself as a predictor for sales performance (Echchakoui, 2017), and Schmit and Ryan 
(1993) echo similar sentiment, (Schmit & Ryan, 1993). 
The proposed model should be tested to determine if the reduction provides a good 
analysis and predictive ability of performance. A longitudinal study should be conducted to study 
if such a model can be used from applicant to employee and determine its effectiveness of 
prediction. 
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Chapter Eight: Conclusion 
 This research adds to the body of knowledge of sales research and in looking at 
personality factors that affect sales performance. This empirical study proposed a reduction from 
95 questions asked to just 20 to enable a hiring manager to optimize the hiring process. It further 
identified the specific sub-facets of extraversion and conscientiousness that most related to 
performance. By reducing the number of questions asked, this may reduce the survey drop off 
rate and result in less attrition. While the narrow focus of this research was with insurance 
agency owners, there is a high probability that this can be extended beyond the insurance agency 
owner context. Similar organizations which have an owner/producer could benefit from this 
research, e.g., financial services and real-estate brokers (those that own real-estate offices). 
Utilizing the identified sub-facets, additional research should be conducted within these fields. 
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Appendix A: Correlations Between Sub-Facets 
Table A1: Correlations Between Sub-Facets 
 
* p < .05. Sample size: Pearson pairwise correlations n = 195. 
  per EXT friend greg assert activ excit cheer OPEN imagin art emot advent intell liberal CON selfeff order dut achieve selffdis caut 
Performance 1                      
EXTRAVERSION 0.29* 1                     
-Friendliness 0.05 0.69* 1                    
-Gregariousness 0.11 0.74* 0.56* 1                   
-Assertiveness 0.31* 0.59* 0.25* 0.25* 1                  
-Activity Level 0.31* 0.60* 0.22* 0.27* 0.32* 1                 
-Excitement Seeking 0.16* 0.65* 0.27* 0.34* 0.31* 0.24* 1                
-Cheerfulness 0.23* 0.71* 0.45* 0.42* 0.25* 0.42* 0.38* 1               
OPENNESS 0.08 0.24* 0.18* 0.13* 0.10 0.13* 0.23* 0.23* 1              
-Imagination 0.04 0.21* 0.14* 0.09 0.08 0.02 0.32* 0.17* 0.56* 1             
-Artistic Interests 0.10 0.25* 0.18* 0.10 0.12 0.22* 0.16* 0.29* 0.70* 0.27* 1            
-Emotionality -0.06 -0.01 0.08 -0.05 -0.09 -0.06 0.08 0.03 0.45* 0.31* 0.17* 1           
-Adventurousness 0.13 0.25* 0.09 0.23* 0.21* 0.14* 0.15* 0.18* 0.53* 0.02 0.30* -0.10 1          
-Intellect 0.04 0.16* 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.17* 0.68* 0.26* 0.48* 0.10 0.38* 1         
-Liberalism -0.04 -0.01 0.05 -0.02 -0.07 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.52* 0.04 0.21* 0.14* 0.19* 0.14* 1        
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS 0.25* 0.33* 0.18* 0.16* 0.36* 0.44* -0.02 0.30* 0.09 -0.22* 0.28* 
-
0.17* 0.30* 0.19* -0.06 1       
-Self-Efficacy 0.30* 0.38* 0.17* 0.15* 0.38* 0.38* 0.17* 0.34* 0.16* 0.01 0.27* -0.10 0.28* 0.19* -0.09 0.69* 1      
-Orderliness 0.05 0.07 0.24 0.04 0.13* 0.13* -0.17* 0.12 -0.09 -0.22* 0.08 
-
0.13* -0.02 -0.06 0.03 0.62* 0.31* 1     
-Dutifulness -0.01 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.12 0.10 -0.06 0.10 0.09 -0.12 0.21* -0.01 0.13* 0.18* -0.08 0.52* 0.44* 0.18* 1    
-Achievement 0.39* 0.48* 0.22* 0.21* 0.39* 0.56* 0.25* 0.40* 0.19* 0.02 0.25* -0.01 0.31* 0.20* -0.06 0.66* 0.47* 0.24* 0.23* 1   
-Self-Discipline 0.29* 0.30* 0.13* 0.15* 0.34* 0.35* 0.08 0.28* 0.11 -0.15* 0.16* 
-
0.13* 0.31* 0.16* -0.03 0.71* 0.42* 0.35* 0.19* 0.54* 1  
-Cautiousness 0.08 -0.06 -0.03 -0.05 0.03 0.15* -0.26* -0.06 -0.01 -0.22* 0.14* 
-
0.21* 0.14* 0.13* -0.01 0.54* 0.17* 0.14* 0.23* 0.15* 0.18* 1 
